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“vocabulum plane obscurum” (Schulze 1892, 512) 
“the obscure and sinister epithet Gdatoc ...” (Janko 1992, 195) 


1. The etymology of the isolated Homeric word éGatocg remains unclear. 
This word occurs in the Homeric epics three times, once in the Iliad (aaa- 
tov’) and twice in the Odyssey (aaato-). In the post-Homeric corpus it is at- 
tested only in Apollonius’ Argonautica. The actual passages are: 


* JT would like to thank Dieter Gunkel, Heiner Eichner, Leonhard G. Herzenberg, Jay 
Jasanoff, Nikolai N. Kazansky, Craig Melchert, Michael Meier-Briigger, Gregory 
Nagy, Sergio Neri, Alan J. Nussbaum, Martin Peters, Jeremy Rau, P. Oktor Skjervg, 
Brent Vine and the anonymous reviewer of Die Sprache for many helpful comments. 
All errors of fact or judgment are entirely my own responsibility. — Nota bene: The 
standard editions of texts (such as VAN THIEL for the Odyssey, VON SCHROEDER for 
the Maitrayani Samhita or GIGNOUX / TAFAZZOLI for Zatspram), assumed to be well- 
known, are not listed in the bibliography (below, p. 223 ff.); this is indicated by using 
small caps for reasons of clarity. Manuscript sigla for Homer’s epics are that of AL- 
LEN (see Monro / Allen 1902-1912). 


Metrical issues will be discussed below. 


DIE SPRACHE eee 50,2 (2012/2013), 182-239 


Homeric datoc: Etymology and Poetics 183 


= 271 (WEST): 
dypet vdv Lol Guoooov adatov “tvydc bdap" 
‘come on [and] swear to me now by the d&éato- waters of the Styx’ 


Papyri, quotations and the medieval paradosis support the reading with three succes- 
sive a-s; for instance, codices A, D (two 10th century manuscripts which in general 
do not show a close connection), B, Ge (which frequently shares both errors and an- 
cient variants with D, but rarely with A and b) and U: OLOGOOV adatov stands in the 
6th century Syriac palimpsest P° (British Library Add. MS. 17270; ed. Cureton 1851): 
essentially this is the reading given by the older and better manuscripts of the major 
families. The reading Gatov offered by other manuscripts makes the verse unmetrical 
(unless one is able to motivate a scansion 6uoooov ~—-— before a diaeresis after the 
third foot). — Incidentally, there is one more version of = 271 transmitted by Prisc. 
inst. XVIII,247 (HERTZ): Gypet atv, vdv Lol GuOSSOV Xtvydc datov Bowp (GypEt Lav 
is apparently borrowed from E 765). This learned invention might bear testimony to 
confusion with Gatos ‘insatiate’. That such confusion took place is shown by Verg. 
Aen. XII, 816, where Juno swears to Juppiter by Stygii caput implacabile fontis (i.e. 
by ‘unappeasable head of the Styx’) and the commentary by Servius largely agrees 
with scholia D to © 271: inplacabile autem periurantibus inplacabile. et bene respon- 
dit ad illud quod Iuppiter iuraverat in decimo ne quis deorum Troianis vel Rutulis 
ferret auxilium (THILO-HAGEN; Iuppiter swears by Stygii flumina fratris at IX,104 
and XII,113). — Interestingly enough, trisyllabic datov (glossed as moAvBAaBéc or 
aBpAapéc and often confused with Gatov- dxAipwtov) has left a remarkable trace in 
Byzantine lexicography: Apion has Gatov- 10 moAvBAaBés (= 271; LUDWICH) and 
Apoll. Soph. has éatov- péyav, &Kdpyntov, Zovnpdov. ot 5é GBANtov oi dé GtoOVvoV 
(BEKKER). The same reading with similar interpretations is found in the Etymologica, 
Photii Patriarchae Lexicon and the Lovaywyt AéEEEwv ypnoivwv. Lastly, we find it in 
Hesychius where Codex Marcianus has datov-: 10 dpAapés Kai evyspes (E 271), Ff 
avev dts (9 91), | GxANpw@tov (LATTE prints G&atov following PEARSON). Obvious- 
ly, these spellings cannot be explained by recurring haplographic mistakes. However, 
there is no need to assume that trisyllabic Gatov stood in the text of & 271 in some of 
the Homeric manuscripts available to Byzantine scholars; rather, they took this read- 
ing from the manuscripts which had scholia but no Homer text, most likely, the man- 
uscripts of Sch. D (where for instance YQ" [VAN THIEL] read Gatov). — In Homeric 
editions a number of conjectures to this verse can be found, none of which, however, 
is supported by the actual transmission, insightful as they might be: thus, for instance, 
Brandreth (1841) prints Aypet vov pot onoooov En’ aaFatov Ltvyoc dda, restoring 
a dactyl in the fourth foot under assumption of a metrical lengthening of d0évatoc 
type. Emi is hardly defensible here (6uvvm regularly takes direct object or infinitive, 
much rarer is absolute use, whereas in archaic Greek poetry 6uvupt éxi + accusative 
is only attested h. Merc. 519), and an undivided spondee in the fourth foot is not a 
metrical problem; quite characteristically, Brandreth’s conjecture is barely mentioned 
in later editions. Van Leeuwen (1913) prints &évaaotov with a reference to an early 
conjecture of (Dawes 1827, 329; followed by CHRIST), who, however, also restored 
an intervocalic digamma; again, this is not supported by the transmission. 
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@ 89-91 (VAN THIEL): 

GAN axéov Saivvede KaOnHpLEVOL, NE Odpace 
kAaistov éFeA0Ovte, Kat’ odT601 T6Ea AtmOvtE, 
LivnotipEecow te8A0v adatov 

‘sit and feast in silence, or else 

go forth and weep, and leave the bow here behind 

as an &.dato- contest for the suitors’ 

5 (VAN THIEL): 

odt0c pév Si) eOhoc Gatos éxtetéAeotar® 

‘this G&ato- contest is at an end’ 

Ap. Rh. 1,77 (FRANKEL): 

annvéa 5’ aiyo voroas 

moyLaxinv, f] Kaptos Gédatoc, f te yepsiov" 

‘and having immediately noted the brutal play of his fists 
where he was édato- in strength, and where inferior’ 
Ap. Rh. 1,803 (WENDEL): 

Kai tov’ Enett’ devez Sfjpov ddatos Eee AVooa? 
‘and then an adato- madness fell upon the people’ 


2.0. It is generally accepted that the formation must be a compound with a- 
privativum, but beyond this, views differ drastically, not least because the 


Again, in both verses from the Odyssey ddat- is the preferred reading. According to 
Allen’s and van Thiel’s apparatus, éat- is found only in the following manuscripts: 
Ls (11th c.; VAN THIEL: F), U (Marcianus 13th c., same reading in the scholion; VAN 
THIEL: M), PrP (13th c.; VAN THIEL: D), p® (13th c., but our passage is written secunda 
manu, 15th c.; VAN THIEL: S). Other manuscripts read a&dat-: Lt (10th c., the oldest 
one; VAN THIEL: G), Pal (Gat- in the scholion; VAN THIEL: P), H (13th c., an import- 
ant codex with a coherent orthography and accurate prosodic indications; VAN THIEL: 
H), US (13th c., a scholar’s copy with Planudes’ scholia; VAN THIEL: O), M (Ambro- 
sianus 13th c.; VAN THIEL: B), C (dated a. 1311), Mon (a codex of 14th c., whose 
readings have not infrequently been supported by papyri finds; VAN THIEL: U), final- 
ly, D (CHALKONDYLIS’ editio princeps). Although the textual history of the Odyssey 
is largely unclear (see in any event Tachinoslis 1984), we may point out the corre- 
spondence between i (G) and Pal (P), belonging to different families. - A somewhat 
comparable picture emerges for x 5, where Giat- is again found in L* (F), U’ (M) and 
C only, also as a varia lectio in Pal (P). 

Transmission: older codices L and A, which go back to one and the same archetype 
m, read &dat-, whereas younger manuscripts of families w und k read gat-. 


The verses 801—803 came down to us in two versions: the second one, which is more 
extensive, is transmitted in scholia L and referred to as the text of the Apollonian 
TpoéKdootc. The vulgata reads ff TE o~rtv OvpopBdpov Epparev Atv. 
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meaning admits of various interpretations and is extremely uncertain. A 
brief summary of analyses proposed thus far might be useful, though no full- 
scale discussion of each view can be attempted, since despite the scarcity of 
its attestations this word has elicited an immense body of scholarly commen- 
tary.’ 

2.1.0. Traditionally the word has been compared with &tm (hence transla- 
tions such as ‘not to be injured, inviolable’ (Liddell et al. 1992-1996, s.v.).° 
Derivation from &t was in fact put forth already by the commentators of 
Alexandrian age: the scholia hesitate as to the nature of initial &-, whether it 
should be understood as either émitatiuKév (*sm-)? Or OTEPNTIKOV C*n-)"°, but 
are unanimous as to the root derivation." 


° In addition to two pessimistic statements by Schulze and Janko, chosen as epigraphs 
to the present study, compare further Leaf’s “A word of unknown derivation and 
meaning [...] The problem is beyond our powers of solution” (1902, 86) and Mei- 
ster’s “Die Bedeutung [...] und Form (@ statt &v) dieser Adjektiva bedarf noch der 
Untersuchung” (1921, 181 fn. 1). 


Several recent approaches have been discussed (and criticised) by Vine (1998, 76 ff.), 
to whose study I will be referring below. 


. Compare also: ‘inviolabilis, irrevocabilis’ (EBELING); ‘invulnerable’ (BUTTMANN); 
‘wobei keine Verblendung oder Betérung ist’ (LfgrE, s.v. &datoc); ‘inviolable’ (Jan- 
ko 1992, 195); ‘invictus’ for Ap. Rh. in Pompella 2001, s.v.; ‘unverletzlich’ (Schaper 
1873, 20 ff.); ‘non violandam’ (Clemm 1875, 65). Francis (1983, 96 f.) argued that 
a@datoc means ‘unsusceptible to ditn’ in the Iliad and ‘without &tn for the suitors’ in 
the Odyssey. Olcott (1993, 87) suggests ‘imperishable’ for all contexts. 


° In fact, the G-otepytikov version gained priority in later scholarship; Lobeck (1853, 
193 fn. 5) signals the contemporaneous opinio communis: “Hodie omnes consentiunt 
hoc nomine inviolabilem significari et per transsumptionem irrevocabilem vel insu- 
perabilem”. The derivation with an d-éattattkov is still pursued in a recent work by 
Shive (2002, 305), who also suggests to read Gdatoc at S. Ant. 4, where the manu- 
scripts have ‘oot’ ats ditep', so printed by several modern editors (LLOYD-JONES / 
WILSON; DAWE). This verse was condemned already by Didymos. Various emenda- 
tions have been proposed (ovd’ ‘Atng¢ &itep: MAAS; ovt’ &tyns yéov: HERMANN; &t1)- 
plov: BRUNCK) and the required sense seems in fact to be ‘either what is not without 
Ate’, i.e. ‘with Ate’. However, this emendation is rather risky in that it gives no pa- 
laeographical account of the presumed corruption (for ovt’ Gtn¢ Gtep was the only 
reading known to Didymos) and presupposes an analysis of &Gatos in its other occur- 
rences in terms of G-€m1taTIKOV. 

Sch. T ad & 271 16 BAamtiuxdv (ERBSE); Sch. D ad & 271: ito &BrAaPés 7 TOAVPAGBEs 
(Z*); GBAGB&s toicg EddpKoIc, TOADPAUPEs 5&8 ToIg E16pKOIG (Z”: interlinear glosses in 
A [VAN THIEL]); Sch. V ad o 91: ém1BAaBT 7 Gvev BAGBNS (DINDORF); Eust. 985,16 
ff. ad & 271: wéAtota aitiov Gtny¢ ... coAVBAGBEc (VAN DER VALK). Three consecutive 
a-s have even led the grammarians to assume a monstrous d-bmepoteprtikov (Eust. 


10 
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The problems with this etymology are summed up by Leaf (1902 ad & 


271): 


Connexion with Gd&@ is usually assumed as obvious; but [...] this explains neither form 
(a0- for ava-), quantity (cf. én with G-), nor meaning”.'” 


Indeed, the proponents of the connection with &tn are neither able to offer 
particularly persuasive semantic arguments, nor a plausible phonetic solution 
for all attestations: &m < *épatn!? suggests a transponate *h,uh,/Nteh,, and 
an old negated compound ‘not subject to Gt’ vel sim. could have only re- 


sulted in *vafatoc > *vatoc. 


14 


11 


12 


13 


14 


985, 16: 10 5é ddatov Kdwp SG TpIdV & TpoPspetat, OV Ta S00 otepytiKd: dO Kai 
DIEPOTEPNTIKOV MAOL TODTO Oi TAAMLOI Wc SITAGCOV TI OTEpNot (VAN DER VALK); 
also Sch. T ad © 271 a’) or a no less appalling bmepemwtatikov (Sch. b ad = 271 a’). 
“Kunstsprachliche” repetition of the negative prefix would be comparable to diectasis 
in ddoyetoc E 892, but this is a singular case. 

Under the assumption of a relationship with &tn a derivation from the verbal root, at- 
tested in dG, would in theory be equally possible. 

The first of these problems did not, in fact, pass unnoticed by Homeric scholars and 
was addressed for instance by Harder, who traces Gdatoc back to the same root as & 
with a cautious provision “nescio an indicium quoddam radicem olim a consona ince- 
pisse in eo positum sit, quod adjectivum non est &vdatoc, sed datos: qualis consona 
aut F aut o videtur fuisse” (Harder 1876, 54 fn. 1). Harder does not pursue the idea of 
a root with an initial *s- any further, but envisages a connection with a root meaning 
‘to blow’ instead (*h,ueh,- in modern terms) glossing &tn as ‘ventosa’ under an as- 
sumption of a reduplicated formation *h,ue(h,)-h,ueh,-to-; however, it is hard to see 
why the Greeks should have preserved both &1t ‘wind’ (common to Arcado-Cypriot 
and Aeolic: Sapph. 2,10. 20,9; Alc. 249,5; aifjta- Gvepot KAettopiov in usually re- 
liable yAOooa Kata m6A€1c) and &tyn *‘windy’. The morphology of Harder’s recon- 
struction is untenable, metrical shortening of the third /a/ (needed for the Odyssey con- 
texts) is hard to parallel and semantic attractions are absent to the point of nullity; 
Francis (1983, 87 ff.), without knowledge of Harder’s work, assumes a derivation of 
&t1 from the root *h,veh,- and an original meaning ‘blow’, whence first a psycholog- 
ical use ‘Verblendung’ and then ‘harm’ and ‘ruin’: the phonology of Francis’ *h,ueh,- 
teh, > Fat is not perspicuous for me. 

avata Alc. 10,7. 70,12; fr. adesp. 25B (VOIGT); Pi. Py. 2,28. 3,24; denominative verb 
in Laconian perfect med.-pass. afatato. ‘has harmed’ IG V,1 1155 (on the latter 
form see Nussbaum 1998a, 27 f. and fn. 93). 

Hsch. d&Boaxtotr- &BAaBEic does not have much to offer for our purposes: although <B> 
in the text of Hesychius may well stand for *u, the /k/ is obviously due to the stem-fi- 
nal stop seen in G&Cw, so there is a conspicuous morphological difference. Although 
the translation apparently conforms with Gtn, this gloss does not prove the existence 
of an *adatoc derived from &t (pace Francis 1983, 116 and his several precedes- 
sors): Garcfa-Ramon (2005, 137 with fn. 52) takes a different line, starting with the 
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In fact, this form is attested: it is &vatoc (scil. d&v-Gatoc) meaning “un- 
harmed, devoid of hurt’ in A. Ag. 1211 and ‘harmless’ in A. Supp. 356."° 
This word is found in Elean (avaatop nota Del? 424) and Arcadian (avaa- 
tov ewev Del’ 668). The proponents of the &ty-version often refer to these 
dialect forms since they are used in the context of swearing an oath. How- 
ever, we are dealing here with a specific and certainly post-Homeric legal 
use of the word &tm (the Law Code of Gortyn attests to tn with the meaning 
‘penalty’'®) and so évaatog ‘immune from fine’ of the epichoric Rich- 
tersprache does not provide a link to poetic d&Gatoc. The triple initial a re- 
mains unexplained. 

The semantic difficulties of this approach need not be signaled in exhaust- 
ive detail.'’ If &Gatoc were in fact a privative compound derived from &m, it 
could mean one of two things: either ‘not causing &tn’ or ‘not suffering from 
atn’. Now, while the etymology of G17 is less than clear, most authorities 
agree that ‘mental blindness’ or ‘mind-perverting infatuation’ is the older 
meaning and the one that &tn has in the Iliad, while ‘harm’, ‘ruin’, ‘calami- 
ty’ and ‘sin’ are all later developments.'* This effectively rules out several 
interpretations based on the notion of ‘destruction’, such as Ebeling’s ‘invio- 
labilis’, that are listed above (fn. 8).!° But if ‘infatuation’ is in fact is the old- 
er meaning, is it compatible with the contexts in which déatoc is used? 


meaning of the gloss, and traces the form together with afaktoc to the root of &yvujn, 
éayn. 

*VOFATOG > Gvatos with a reassertion of privativity (as in vovup[vlocg > avavvpLVOG). 
é&tav Col. X1,34—-5. 41 (WILLETTS); this meaning is a predictable development of the 
original meaning of Gtn, taking into account that the d1-situation usually involves 
two people and results in remorse or payment (Wyatt 1982, 259 fn. 3). 

See the persuasive criticism by Moorhouse 1961. 

Cf. Stallmach (1968, 37): ‘Verdunkelung des Phrenes’; Dodds (1951, 2): “temporary 
clouding or bewildering of the normal consciousness” (see also Barrett 1964, 206); 
Hans Joachim Mette (LfgrE, s.v. d&tn) speaks of ‘Schaden’ and ‘Tauschung’ (criti- 
cised by Miiller 1956, | ff.); Seiler (1954, 415) suggests “Handlung im Irrtum’; Doyle 
(1984, pass.) argues for ‘infatuation’ and ‘folly’. 

That aé&atoc derived from dao or from &ty should have meant ‘imperishable’ (< ‘one 
that cannot be harmed’), being a substitute for G@Oito¢ (cf. Hes. Th. 805 Xtvydc Gpb1- 
tov Udwp), is extremely unlikely for the same reason: until the Sth century, &tn does 
not mean ‘peril’. — As to translations based on &ty which render Gatos as ‘not dam- 
aged/damagable’ (or ‘having much damage’ for the Odyssean contexts), it should be 
kept in mind that Gtr does not in fact mean ‘wound’ or refer to any physical damage 
in any of its attestations, nor can a meaning ‘Schlag (des Damons)’ advocated by Ha- 
vers (1910, 225) be demonstrated (as was pointed out by a number of scholars: Bech- 
tel 1914, 3; Latte 1921, 256 fn. 4). 
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It is worthwhile to take a closer look at the line = 271, where Hypnos 
calls on Hera to swear an oath: &ypet vdv Hol GuooOOV Adatov Xtvydc Bop. 
In antiquity the practice of swearing by water was accompanied by a libation 
or draught of the water or immersing one’s body into it, that is by some kind 
of physical contact with the liquid, and it is quite clear why: this water will 
be hazardous for the health of anyone who commits perjury. Now, Hypnos 
actually directs Hera to touch water (tH 8’ étépy [scil. yeipi] GAG pappapénv 
= 273), and while no health risks can be involved in the case of the immortal 
goddess, the fate of the god who commits a perjury is known from Hesiod 
(Th. 793): the perjurer will fall into a deep coma for a year and will be de- 
prived of the company and board of the gods for nine years more.”’ If édatoc 
is derived from &tn ‘mental blindness’, how are we to understand the word 
in this context? 

An active reading ‘causing no infatuation (to an evopKoc)’ is certainly ex- 
cluded: folly is not the punishment in question. But a passive reading ‘not 
suffering from mental blindness’ is not any more appealing (even though 
Utvydc bSwp may in fact refer to the goddess Zt"! in which case it would 
possess the agency necessary for such an interpretation’’). The problem is 
that ‘not suffering from Gt’ or “‘insusceptible to &tm’ is not quite the same as 
“incapable of error’ or ‘not able to be deluded’ (which may seem to be a fitt- 
ing qualification of the Styx in this context). In early Greek literature tn re- 
fers to a very special kind of mental impairment: it is usually temporary, it is 
associated with misguided actions that entail awful consequences, and lastly, 
more often than not &ty involves a supernatural interference. None of this is 
applicable to the Styx as the guardian of the supreme oath of the gods. 


*) ‘This is the reason why Styx is “a goddess who makes the immortals shudder” (Th. 


775; tr. WEST). Simon (1953, 33) remarks that “in Wirklichkeit sind die Olympier viel 
zu michtig als dass sie die gestiirzten unterirdischen Machte zu scheuen brauchten”’; 
this observation agrees with the standard interpretation, according to which the Styx 
received the honor of being the great oath of gods in reward for the services per- 
formed by it in the Titanomachy. However, one is inclined to agree with J. Rudhardt 
who concluded, based on the close associations between the Styx and ambrosia, that 
by invoking the Styx in the oath, the gods invoked the basic principle of their divin- 
ity, namely their immortality (Rudhardt 1971, 93 ff.). 

In Homer the mythical Styx is invariably called, not simply ZTE, but Xtvydc bowp 
(B 755. © 369. O 37. € 185. « 514; cf. also h. Dem. 259; h. Ap. 85; Hes. Th. 805). 
Still, in view of the fact that two lines later an archaic ritual of touching the water is 
described (& 273), it is likely that Xtvyocg bdwp in our context actually is just the 
sacred river, in which case it would be hard to see how it could experience clouding 
of consciousness. 


21 


22 
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2.1.1. Recently the connection between &tn and &datoc was argued again 
by Catsanicos (1991, 45 ff.) from a somewhat different angle: in his treat- 
ment of &tn Catsanicos brought to discussion Hitt. wasta- ‘sin’, uastai- ‘to 
,iss the mark’ and Germanic words meaning ‘crime’ (Olcel. vamm, Goth. un- 
vamms ‘without fault/blemish’ etc.), all of which he traces back to a root 
*h,uem-. Notwithstanding the interesting semantic parallels between Hittite 
and Greek signaled by Catsanicos, his formal analysis of &Gatoc is uncon- 
vincing, as he sets up a *A,ue-h,um-to- with anomalous reduplication of the 
root-initial cluster, which he fails to support with parallels (see the critical 
appraisal in Vine 1998, 78 f.).”° 


Puhvel (1992, 4 ff.) approves of Catsanicos’ Greek-Anatolian connection, 
but at the same time returns to the etymology of Hittite wasta- originally en- 
dorsed by Sturtevant and Laroche, tying the Hittite material to Olr. fas, Lat. 
vastus and OHG wuosti ‘empty, vain’: he translates Sallis uaSstais as ‘in- 
terregnum’ and interprets &t1y as something that causes one to become mente 
vacuus;~ it is unclear from Puhvel’s discussion what exactly the proto-form 
for &tn should be. As for ddatoc, this word is for Puhvel a nonce-form with 
a reassertion of privativity. On the whole, the details concerning both the 
Greek and Hittite sides of the equations proposed by Catsanicos and Puhvel 
are far from convincing. 


2.1.2. The conclusion is that an etymology of &datoc based on a relation 
with tn still fails to cope with the problem of initial d-, since whatever the 
etymology of tn it does not go back to a protoform with initial *s or *u. 
Moreover — at least in my opinion — no immediately convincing semantic so- 
lution is achieved. 


*3- Catsanicos’ treatment of the Anatolian material is also not impeccable: firstly, the out- 


come of PIE *-omst- in Hittite is not known (Melchert 1988a, 212), thus uast- < PIE 
*h,uomst- is possible but not assured; secondly, Catsanicos’ segmentation of the root 
is suspect: he analyzes the stem as *(h,)uwom-s-to- allegedly with the same s-extension 
as in *h,ueg-s- or *peh,-s-; however, as H. Craig Melchert (apud Westbrook / Wood- 
ard 1990, 645 fn. 5) has pointed out, wasta (KUB 13, 9 II 4) belongs to a different pa- 
radigm (pace Albrecht Gétze, who emended the text) and means ‘he has bought him- 
self’. Thus, there seems to be no evidence for an unenlarged verbal base *uas-/*us5- 
‘to sin’, which means that for Hittite we should operate with a unitary verbal root 
uast-. In order to explain its origin from an Indo-European *h,uom-s-t- and to make 
Catsanicos’ derivation acceptable, maintaining at the same time the connection with 
the Germanic material, an extremely sophisticated scenario would have to be elabor- 
ated. 


‘ Very sceptical is Rieken 1999, 461 fn. 2272. 
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2.2. Several alternative approaches have been proposed over the past centu- 
ry, too. Ehrlich (1912, 227) derived ddatoc from é4 tracing it back to a vir- 
tual *&(o)a(F)atos (translating Gdatov Ltvydc béwp as ‘unnachgiebig’ and 
adaatoc &e8Aoc as “der nicht zu unterlassende’); however, Ehrlich’s recon- 
struction is now rendered obsolete by a thorough treatment of é4@ by Nuss- 
baum (1998a, 73 ff.), who convincingly argued that the underlying root should 
be reconstructed as *h,ueh,- (*n-h,yweh,-to- would result in Gr. ‘vi(p)atos, 
Attic-Ionic ‘vit0¢). 


2.3. Deroy (1975, 112 ff.) opted for a connection with Mycenaean a-ja-me-no 
(KN Sf 4421; Sd 4403; PY Fr 1184; also Ta 715 and Ta 722, not mentioned 
by Deroy), which he translates as ‘precious’ and explains as a middle parti- 
ciple from the verb *haapoat ‘étre apprécié’, unattested in later Greek. The 
formal relationship between Gdatoc and a-ja-me-no is then comparable to 
that between dvvéEvoc and Gdbvatoc. This analysis accounts rather neatly 
for the reflex of the privative *n- before *-s- > *-h-, but the problem, which 
Deroy himself acknowledges, is that he has to postulate a verb which neither 
has left any traces in Greek of the 1st millennium B.C., nor has any plausible 
cognates in other Indo-European languages. Moreover, there are a number of 
alternative exlanations for the Mycenaean form, so that there is no need to 
invoke &éat0¢ in order to rescue a-ja-me-no from its putative isolation.” 


2.4. The advent of the laryngeal theory made éGatoc a welcome guinea-pig 
for various combinations proposed around the mid twentieth century, at the 
time when laryngeal developments in Greek had not yet been properly in- 
vestigated and clarified. For instance, in his pioneer study on laryngeals in 
Armenian Polomé (1950, 547 f.) compared our word to Hitt. wen(t)- ‘futue- 
re’, Ved. vdnati and vanoti’® and OHG winnan, under the assumption (1) of a 
state II “*we’-n” (modern notation: *weH-n-), presumably reflected in Lat. 
uénor, (2) of a prothetic vowel in Greek; (3) of a contamination with *un-to- 


°° Traditional translation: ‘eingelegt’, ‘inlaid’. A number of proposals have been made 


over the last half century. The earlier ones are discussed by Chantraine (1962, 1 ff.) 
who hesitates between a comparison with Hom. siapevi or Luvian aia-; Palmer (1963, 
339) has added aintov, said of Hephaistos in X 410, as a comparandum. Finally, Gar- 
cia-Ram6n (1997, 335 ff.) has recently suggested a new etymology, which seems very 
attractive: he sees in a-ja-me-no/na- /aiai(s)meno-/ ‘affix’ a reflex of the Proto-Indo- 


European root *seh,i- with reduplication. 


°° Without distinguishing between the meanings of these two verbs; currently, after Go- 


to (1987, 283 ff.) two different Indo-European roots are reconstructed (e.g. in LIV’): 
*yen- ‘gewinnen’ and *uenH- ‘liebgewinnen’ (*uenh,- if Greek (F)évaé belongs here, 
too; see Peters 2000, 93). 
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‘wound’, Goth. wunds; our current knowledge of laryngeal developments 
makes this reconstruction highly dubious (no initial 4- in Hittite), and the 
root shape is a markedly unusual one. 


2.5. A different strategy was taken by A. C. Moorhouse (1961, 13 ff.), who 
suggested a derivation from G@ ‘sate; take one’s fill’ and translated Gaatoc 
in the Iliadic passage as ‘unlimited, everflowing’, but as ‘unsatiable’ when it 
modifies &¢@Aoc in the Odyssey.’ There are a number of problems with this 
derivation as well. 


First of all, the formal derivation proposed by Moorhouse is in my view 
untenable: he reconstructs the root as *h,esh,-/*h,seh,-, following Palmer 
(1959, 135 f.) who suggested a comparison with Hitt. AasSik- ‘saturate, eat 
one’s fill’ and Pal. fas(s)- ‘drink one’s full’. This reconstruction would lead to 
a virtual *n-h,s(e)h,-to- which in turn can produce nothing but a Gr. *vai(h)a- 
toc’*, unless one is able to justify a schwebeablauting *h,esh,- (*n-h,esh,-to-) 
for Greek,” but this preform again will not elicit the desired result (> évéa- 
toc). It is therefore unlikely that dd&atoc has anything to do with Hitt. hasas 
‘satiety’, hasekk- ‘to be satiated, satiate oneself’ and Pal. hasanti.*° As to Gr. 
&@, it is hard to separate this verb from the root reconstructed in LIV? (520) 
as *seh,(i)- which never had an initial laryngeal.*! 


*7 This translation found its way into the DGE (s.v. &datoc): “1. siempre fluyente, ilimi- 


tado; 2. insaciable, para el que todo esfuerzo es poco”. 


3 Theoretically one might claim (Moorhouse does not, to be sure) that 6uocoov vaatov 


with vaatov from *n-h,s(e)h,-to- showed up in the archetype of our manuscripts as 
dpLocoov Gatov thanks to a graphic misinterpretation of an OMOXONAATON, and in 
fact, such a reading is offered by a number of relatively old manuscripts: P'° (P. Bibl. 
Brit. Inv. 732; ed. Hunt 1898, 52) and such medieval codices as C (note the disagree- 
ment with B, another respresentative of Allen’s hyperarchetype b), M° and M’ (note 
dissent with another member of h-group U’) give AYPEL VV LOL OLOGOV AATOV OTVYOG 
vdoap. But the evidence of these sources is inferior to that of older manuscripts and 
manuscripts families, and arguments coming from both textual criticism and metrics 
(see above, fn. 2) do not allow us to place Gatov in the text of our Homeric editions; 
a diectasis of Gatov (/aa-/) to a&atov (plus Od. &G&toc) remains an assumption fiir 


sich. 


oe Greek otherwise only preserves a state II form of this root; in fact, Moorhouse (1961, 


19) implicitly posits state II for the Greek word. 

To which Klingenschmitt (1994, 242 f.) added Latin indnis ‘empty’. 

More precisely: Vedic and Greek material neither repudiates nor gives direct support 
for a reconstruction *h,esh,-: witness the short initial vowel in Vedic dsinvan- ‘unsa- 
tiable’ (RV II,13,4) and the short initial vowel in Gr. éetou ([Ps.-]Hes. Sc. 101; vv. IL. 
gator, aétor; dta1- tAnpodtai Hsch. is a contracted form of this present), which ex- 


30 
31 
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It is also not clear whether the root *seh,(i)- originally meant ‘satisfy’ or 
‘be full’,” and it is noteworthy that it is only the sigmatic aorist of this root 
which has a transitive meaning in Greek (oipatoc doo Apia), whereas é.aa- 
toc, if indeed to be connected with the Greek outcome of *seh,(i)-, most prob- 
ably is best derived from a stem with an intransitive meaning, be it the pre- 
sent stem (Getat toAépoto [Ps.-]Hes. Sc. 101) or the root aorist stem (1. pl. 
aor. conj. ouev T 402)*, or directly from the root. This fact is detrimental 
to Moorhouse’s reasoning, since a transitive meaning would be highly de- 
sirable to allow a gloss ‘unsatiating’, hence ‘everflowing’ for = 271, and 
among the verbal forms of the root *seh,(i)- it is only the nasal present stem 
*si-n(e)h,- which is transitive:** clearly there is no way of deriving &éat0¢ 
from this stem.” 


plains itself from *sh,ie/o- (with analogically restored */h,/), and which is supported 
by the short initial vowel in the noun Gon (-h,-derivative from *seh,-ti-, *sh,-tei-) and 
the denominative verb Goda; to this should be added the general lack of resolvable 
long vowel (which would have indicated a contraction of *aha- < *asa-; on Gpevat 
(a) see Solmsen 1909, 93 f.). However, all these arguments are still insufficient grounds 
for rejecting a reconstruction *h,esh,- out of hand: it might be possible to argue for a 
root *h,seh,(i)- under the assumption of a schwa-dissimilation (Peters 1980, 23 fn. 
18) or a metathesis of the type */,ues- ‘to dwell’ > *ueh,s-, *h,uesu- ‘good’ > *ueh,su- 
(as envisaged by Martin Peters apud Neri 2005, 208 fn. 32). And yet in our case both 


options are highly questionable and so is the gain. 


 Toch. B /soya/e-/ means ‘be sated’; see the discussion in Hackstein 1995, 299 f. 


= (ypo0c) &peva1 ® 70 can be both a present or aorist infinitive; it seems best to follow 


Peters (1993, 92 f.) and take it to be an aorist infinitive. 


Peters (1993, 89 ff.) demonstrated the existence of the transitive-causative aorist stem 
(h)eG(s)- ‘to satiate’ (conj. é40mot v. |. ad N 315; to this stem also analogical fut. é4- 
av v. 1. ad € 290). 


Two more attempts to relate Gdatoc to G&w deserve a brief mention: Sonne (1864, 420 
f.) in his discussion of [Ps.-]Hes. Sc. 101 Gata1/deta1 sides with von Bohtlingk / 
Roth (1855/1, 465), who suggested an etymological relationship between OInd. dv‘- 
and Gr. &@, and renders Gdatog as ‘freudelos’ (&tog noAépow is then ‘kampfbe- 
gierig’), assuming a preform &-Gpatoc. However, since /a/ in Goat or Gpevar in Ho- 
mer is irresolvable and related Gdnv/don exclude *(h,)au-, too, it does not seem pos- 
sible to compare dv'- with tim, and so this etymology, which also fails to explain the 
initial G-, is of no avail. — For Wyatt (1982, 271 f.) ddatoc is “the true negative prefix 
of Gdw ‘satiate’”, whereby he argues for a connection between Gn, Gao ‘to err’ and 
&@ ‘to satiate’ under a common preform *aua- or *aue-. In my view, his attempt to 
dismiss a preform *seh,- for the whole family of Gw ‘to satiate’ is not persuasive, and 
so his derivation has little to recommend it from either a formal or semantic point of 
view. 


34 


35 


DIE SPRACHE eee 50,2 (2012/2013), 182-239 


Homeric datoc: Etymology and Poetics 193 


2.6. Bader (1997, 35) suggests a different scenario, according to which the 
original form was *vaatoc (from *n-h,unto-),°° which was then remade to 
évaatoc’’ in the course of the process of “Verdeutlichung” (familiar from 
VOVUL(V)os > G&vmvvLOs) and this in turn allowed to substitute a spondee in 
the 3rd foot (luoccovl vadltov’’; dle®@Aovl vadtov) for a dactyl, viz. dlyoo- 
oov alvaaltov; dle8Aov dlvaatov. This largely rests on the wide-spread as- 
sumption that diaeresis is not normally allowed after the third foot, which 
however is not really true.*’ Moreover, it is not clear to me how the /n/ in 
*avGotog was lost without a trace, even if it no longer played any role in the 
meter. 


2.7. Finally, Meier-Brtigger (1992, 116; 1994, 227 ff.) proposed a different 
root connection, deriving ddatoc/dGatocs from the root *senh,- ‘erlangen’ 
(Hitt. Sanhzi ‘seeks’, Ved. san'- ‘gain’) via *nsph,to- ‘keine Chance habend’, 
which is semantically attractive. Still, serious formal difficulties persist in 
this case: according to Meier-Briigger *nsnh,to- is an &KGpatoS-type com- 
pound (with a zero grade in the root) and -aa- is a regular outcome of *-ph,- 
between two consonants, which goes against the received opinion; he treats 
cases like paivopot and ékapov (which show a retention of nasality when *n 
is found in the position before a vowel) as analogical to corresponding full 
grades and claims that the regular treatment of an antevocalic sequence nasal 
plus laryngeal is preserved in yfj, yaia (doublets *gnh,-eh, and *nh,-ih,)"' 


Unfortunately, she does not specify her reconstruction any further. 

According to Bader (ibid.) this form is preserved in El. avaatop, mentioned above. 
The second long /a/ according to Bader is due to analogy to pres. aéta1. 

This diaeresis is not recognized by Dion. Thrax. Ilepi tod npwucod pétpov (Suppl. II 
UHLIG); for a modern scholar’s view see e.g. Monro 1891, 339: “There must be no 
diaeresis after the third foot”. And yet, such a diaeresis is not strictly forbidden, cf. 
évvijLap LEV dva oTpatov Il OyEto KijAa Oeoio (A 53); Aiyéc: EvOa dE Ot KADTE II 5@- 
pata BévOeot Ais (N 21); noAAdV 8’ EvOpame@v ev Il Gotea Kai Voov Eyv@, TOAAO 
& 6 é&v novtm 200ev Il GAyea Ov Kate OvpdV (a 3-4), and more. The existence of 
this “forbidden” diaeresis is recognized by some ancient metricists but is considered 
infelicitous: Ps.-Hephaestion 27 (JACOBSMUHLEN) labels it as Kakdpetpov (citing O 
78). Against this formulation of Monro already Coupe 1895; later Sturtevant 1924, 
342; Scott 1944. 

On a possibility of beginning with vaatov in the first place (which in my view lacks 
conviction) see above, fn. 28. 


40 


“I Note that Meier-Briigger invokes Sievers’ Law in order to account for this word and 


since for Greek this law is not commonly accepted, this kind of premise would have 
required a thorough substantiation; his derivation is as follows (Meier-Briigger 1992, 
15): *8nh,-ieh,- > *8°nh,-iieh,- > *8°nh,-iiah,- > *gdah,-iiah,- > *gah,-iiah,- > *gaiia- 
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and ddatoc only. For a critical appraisal see Vine (1998, 77 f.), to whose cri- 
ticism I subscribe. 


2.8. As we have seen, previous scholarship has mostly tried to figure out a 
meaning which would fit the Homeric contexts and to justify an inner-Greek 
scenario in order to derive &datoc from Greek material (barring the original 
and ingenious suggestions of Catsanicos and Meier-Briigger, which unfor- 
tunately in my view are not workable for phonological and morphological 
reasons, as was briefly discussed above). In what follows I will attempt to 
explain &datoc from a broader Indo-European context; I show that there is 
an inherited poetic figure with correspondences in other archaic Indo-Euro- 
pean poetic traditions lying behind this word. It goes without saying that any 
new solution should account for the same formal difficulties which the pre- 
vious scholarship was confronted with, namely, initial d- (not év-) and the 
metrical shape.” 


3. The twofold prosodic value of &datog (v—»~x vs. »—-—x) offers a conve- 
nient place to start. Scholars have been much too ready to explain both long 
vowels in &datog away as metrically conditioned.” In fact, the assumption 


> *gaiia-. His third example, praia, does not seem to be airtight either. For a different 


treatment of yf}, yaa see Peters 1994. 


% According to the lamentation of Cuypers (2003, 224 fn. 2), nobody considered the 


possibility that the variation in metrical shape between Il. G&atog and Od. aéatocs 
(quantity marks given by Cuypers [loc. cit.] are wrong) may reflect different origins. 
This is not really true. At least one scholar to my knowledge has been sufficiently di- 
sturbed by this difference and has in fact attempted to establish different etymologies. 
Goebel (1877, 46 ff.) traces ddatos (p 91. ¥ 5) back to a compound of a-intensivum 
and ado ‘inflict’ with a resulting meaning ‘ganz bethdrt’ and a lengthening in the 
second member of a compound, whereas G&atoc © 271 is glossed ‘umnebelt, finster 
= Nepodstc’ and is derived from *afa-, further details being unclear to me. Of course, 
this suggestion does not explain the initial G- as the presumed form of a-intensivum 
before vowel (witness dépoaypoc < *sy + *(h,)eiksmeh,); it also fails to explain the 
vowel quantity of the second a or the semantics. For our purposes the suggestion is 
significant mainly in showing the bewilderment which the difference between the Ili- 
adic context and the Odyssean usage engender. However, the fact that the meaning of 
the word in two passages from the Odyssey (@ 91 and x 5, both attesting Ge0Ao- 
G@dato-) is not immediately clear, even combined with a different metrical structure, 
is certainly not an argument for a different origin (as Chadwick 1996, 31 also points 
out). 

LfgrE, s.v. d&atog (Hans Joachim Mette); Wyatt 1969, 77 f.; Meier-Briigger 1994, 
221: 
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of a metrical lengthening of two adjacent vowels lacks conviction, since a 
metrical lengthening of the w@avatoc-type would have been a far more natu- 
ral way to accommodate an original *dGétoc to the hexameter (> *a@G0t0c). 
Moreover, the cases in question are of a different nature: metrical 
lengthening of the third /a/ in = 271 (Gypet vdv po Guoooov adatov “tvydc 
bdw@p), where the cretic shape (v)—»— would be lengthened to (v)——-, is 
conceivable and easy to motivate and support with parallels.“* On the other 
hand, the assumption of metrical lengthening of the second /a/ in ddato¢ is 
far from being evident, first because the /a/ is long in all our attestations and 
secondly because the status of the “wspadtec” type of metrical lengthening in 
the poetic arsenal of the author of Homeric epics is not secured.” Therefore 
my contention is that »—-v is the original shape of the word &Gaato-. 


4. The key passage to start the investigation of the etymology and the origi- 
nal meaning of &dato- is most likely going to be & 271, not only because of 
the old-looking Aeolic &ypet used in the beginning of the verse, but also be- 
cause of its content. This passage is a part of Hera’s beguiling of Zeus: she is 
trying to strike a deal with Hypnos, planning to prevent a sleeping Zeus from 
interfering with the success of the Achaeans, and in & 271 Hypnos calls on 


a Hydaob (/a/) & 122, éyyein (for éyyén) 1 10, atminow (//) v 142, depying (A/) o 251, 


mveiovtec B 136+, OikAging o 244, etc. Examples are many if not ubiquitous. This type 
of metrical lengthening was the subject of a special chapter in Schulze 1892, 275 ff. 
and Danielsson 1897, 51 ff. 


In both @ 91 and y 5 our word occupies the position between the feminine penthemi- 
meral caesura and the bucolic diaeresis, where metrical lengthening is quite common, 
and the second /a/ of aéatoc fills the thesis of the fourth foot, which makes it similar 
to the examples like B 818 Aaoi Owprooovto pEnadtéEs éyyeinot or T 210 otavtwv 
pév MevéAaoc basipsysv evpéas yous. However, despite the fact that this type of 
metrical lengthening was acknowledged by a number of influential scholars in the past 
(Danielsson 1897, 13 ff.; Solmsen 1909, 3 ff.), the scepticism expressed by Schulze 
(1892, 366), Bolling (1907, 401 ff.) and Witte (1915, 485) is still worth noting, and 
so is the argument of Witte (1915, 512) that at least for consonant-final words of this 
group (vvv~) the scansion v-—~~ is anomalous since —~v— is a far more frequent 
treatment of the words of this type. - For many examples usually cited in order to 
support this type of metrical lengthening other morphological or phonological expla- 
nations are possible (StipiAoc; d-/év-/ peOiete, pEOieuEev; dAsiata v 108; TLOALEvaL 
and t18jpWEvos K 34; tetevyatot; even probably the prime example pepadtes B 818, 
pispadte N 197, pepadc II 754), so at the end of the day it is hard to see whether this 
metrical device ever really belonged to the poet’s arsenal. Space limitations prevent a 
detailed discussion of this problem here. 
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Hera to swear that she will fulfill her promise. It is this context of a god 
swearing by the water of the Styx which makes one think that the verse 
should contain archaic elements: this is the oldest and the most solemn oath 
in Greek culture (uéyiotoc SpKos Sewdtatdc te)” and the waters of the Styx 
are something gods swear by. 

Moreover, the practice of swearing by the waters of the Netherworld is li- 
kely to be inherited: we find it in Vedic India** and in the Poetic Edda”. 
Further it is noteworthy that across different archaic Indo-European cultures 
the penalty for perjury is dropsy, i.e. water retention in the body. The evi- 
dence for this is found in the Hittite soldiers’ oath,”° in Vedic literature?’ and 


© 0 37-38.¢ 185-186; h. Ap. 85-86. Leumann (1950, 82) thought that this formula re- 


ferred to the tripartite oath (scil. Earth, Sky and Water), but B 755 épkov yap dewod 
LXtvydc bdatos Eoti dmoppaés suggests that oath by the Styx was particularly import- 
ant. 

Gods swear by the waters of the Styx at: Hes. Th. 384. 773; h. Herm. 518; h. Dem. 
259; Lycophr. 706-709. This practice is reflected in vase-painting (e.g. on a red-fig- 
ure pelike from Bologna, 490 B.C., see LIMC IV, s.v. Hera, 215). We also have an 
instance of mortals swearing by the waters of the Styx: Herodotus (VI,74) tells us 
that Cleomenes persuaded the Arcadians to go with him against Sparta and he made 
them swear by the water of the Styx; Frazer (1898, 254) infers from this instance that 
“when the poets made the gods swear by Styx they were only transferring to heaven a 
practice which had long been customary on earth’. The archaic practice of swearing 
with water survived into classical Greece, and Olcott (1993, 80 f.) neatly sums up the 
most interesting evidence including pouring of water before giving witness, attested 
by Demosthenes (45,8. 54,36. 57,21); see also Graf 2005 and Simon 2004 with fur- 
ther literature. 


47 


“8 Water is a dwelling place of Varuna, Vedic god of the yonderworld and the night sky, 


who is in charge of oath and perjury. For oaths made with water consider the follow- 
ing passages: dpa iva kasind sémgrbhita dsann astu asata indra vakta ‘wie das mit 
der Hand ergriffene Wasser, soll, o Indra, der Sprecher der Unwahrheit nichtseiend 
sein’ (RV VII,104,8cd) or apah pragahya yadi va sam admise ‘wenn du entweder, 
nachdem du dich ins Wasser begeben hast, einen Vertragseid geleistet hast’ (AVP V, 
36,4a; tr. Hoffmann 1969, 202). See Liiders 1951, 28 ff.; Thieme 1952, 53 ff.; Ober- 
lies 2002, 78 f. On the Vedic oath formula apo aghnyah in particular see Narten 1971, 
131 ff. 

Helgakvida Hundingsbana II 31 (at ino lidsa Leiptrar vatni ‘by the bright water of 
Leiptr’) and Grimnismal 28; cf. von See et al. 2004, 749 f. But see Scharfe (1972, 116 
ff.) who is sceptical about this evidence. 

KBo 6, 34 Rs. III 12-23 (CTH, 427); see Oettinger 1976, 71 ff. Iam grateful to Heiner 
Eichner for drawing this reference to my attention. 

RV VI,74,4. VIL88,7; AV II,10,1. IV,16,6.7. XIV,1,57, etc. Cf. the expression vdru- 
nagrhita- ‘seized by Varuna’ (TS II,1,1,1; KS XIL4; SB IV,4,5,11; TB 1,6,4,1). 
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probably in Greek.” This proves that an oath by (subterranean) waters that 
will be hazardous for a perjurer is likely to be an inherited motif.” 


Summing up: there is a great deal of probability that this particular oath 
formula preserves an archaism.™ 


5. The basic argument of this paper is that daatoc belongs with the family of 
the Indo-European word for ‘sun’. I propose to regard d@ato- as a compound 
the second member of which is derived from the oblique stem of the word 
for ‘sun’: Gaato- < *nseh,unto-, meaning something like ‘deprived of the 
properties of the sun, having no sun in it’, viz. “not lit by the sun’. From the 
semantic viewpoint, this meaning is quite appealing for the collocation & 
271: ddatov Xtvydc bowp, which can now be understood as ‘the sunless wa- 
ter of the Styx’ or, rather, ‘the sunless Styx’, lack of the sun being the ex- 
pected quality of the Underworld.” 


What about the remaining attestations? It is likely that in the two passages 
from the Odyssey (g 91 and y 5, both attesting Ge@A0- &dato-) the word adaa- 
toc, no longer transparent to the singers, was extracted from its formulaic 
context and used in the description of the bow-stringing contest simply by 
virtue of being a sinister epithet related to the Underworld.” It is further not 


52 
a3 


Philostr. v. Apoll. 1,6 (unless the Cappadocian cult reflects Anatolian influence). 
Schwartz (1989, 293 ff.) put forth an interesting explanation for Modern Persian sou- 
gand xordan ‘swear an oath’, etymologically ‘to drink sulphur water’, reflecting an 
ancient way of swearing an oath, whereby a perjury will lead to death. In the Greek 
and Roman world the water of the Styx was likewise believed to be instantly fatal 
(Plin. nat. hist. 1,231; XXX,26; Strab. VII,8,4; Sen. natur. quest. III,25,1). 

It is immaterial whether the entire Atocg axdty (E 153-351) should be considered an 
interpolation (e.g. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1920, 232) or not (e.g. Erbse 1970). 
In any event, the reasons to consider this episode an interloper emerge first of all from 
the plot, not from the language; the text is not linguistically younger than other parts 
of the Iliad. A different question is whether the poetics of the text are younger — but 
even accepting the conclusions of Dihle (1970, 83 ff.), who attempted to show that the 
formulae employed in the episode are not embedded into the formulaic structure of the 
Iliad (but see Hainsworth’s [1972, 317] remarks on Dihle’s approach to statistics), we 
still cannot exclude that the line containing an oath formula is a sample of genuine ar- 
chaic epic poetry that was included into what may have been a literary composition. 


54 


°° The semantic justification is presented in more detail below. It is quite mind-boggling 


to find a gloss ‘black’ provided for <@>dat0c¢ in Photii Patriarchae Lexicon: 0 17 
datoc: émpAaBrc. Eviot ANANPMToOV, ot SE HEAGVGL (THEODORIDIS). 
°° One may speculate that the bards understood &éatog as equivalent to ‘AiSov/é5ov in 


adjectival sense; for this use compare the description of the snare in the scene of 
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unreasonable to speculate that the verse y 5 presents the first step in creation 
of a homerisches Wort: Odysseus is addressing the suitors saying that “this 
&Gato- contest is at an end” (obtoc pév 57 GeOA0c ddatos éKtTETéAEoTa1) and 
from the perspective of the narrative the contest may indeed be qualified as 
fatal or deadly for the suitors. The juncture GOA0v déatov in @ 91 Gn An- 
tinoos’ speech) was in turn modeled on ¥ 5. 

Now to the passages from Apollonius’ Argonautica. The vulgata reading 
at 1, 803 is | TE o—w OvLO@Bdpov EuBOAEV G&tyHv, while the TpoéKSoOOIc (pre- 
served in the scholia L) reads: kai t6t’ émeit’ Gave Sijpov adatoc éunEecE 
dbooa ‘and then an dé&atoc madness fell upon the people’. The meaning of 
the verse in the two redactions is expected to be nearly identical.°’ In the 
vulgata version Hypsipyle acknowledges the role of Aphrodite as an instiller 
of soul-destroying &tm, and therefore in the mpoékdoo1c version the madness 
(Avoca), inflicted by gods, should be qualified in a similar way.” This in 
fact can only imply that Apollonius understood Gatos as ‘full of destruc- 
tion/infatuation’, deriving the word from ty with G-éxitatiKov (as sug- 
gested by Sch. a’ ad © 271: 16 Aiav BAantiKdtatov).”° The second attestation 
in Apollonius where the epithet 1 is used in a description of a fight between 
Amycus and Polydeuces (2,77: 7 Kaptocg &6ato¢, 1 TE YEpeiwv ‘where he was 
@datos in strength, and where inferior’) can in any event be due to a misin- 
freon of the context in the Odyssey: te8A0c¢ datos “a contest that can- 
not be won’, hence ‘invincible’. 


6. Before addressing the details of phonology and derivational morphology, a 
brief presentation of the morphological structure of the Proto-Indo-European 
word for “sun, light’ and its offsprings in the various Indo-European branches 


Agamemnon’s murder: diktvdv ti y’ ‘Atdov (A. Ag. 1115) or the iron swords, spilling 
the royal blood: Eigectv odapéotow ‘Aisa (E. Or. 1399). 

As in the case of other discrepancies between the vulgata and the mpoéxdoctc we do 
not know which of the versions is older (Frankel 1968, 10); according to the vitae of 
Apollonius, he himself made corrections to his own work during his life-time, so prob- 
ably both versions are authentic (the vulgata version seems to imitate Hes. fr. 172, 2 
(MERKELBACH-WEST), where, too, the subject is Aphrodite: kaxtv 5€ op’ Eupadre 
Orn). 

‘Sehr schadlich’: Rengakos 1994, 28. 

Vian (1974, 267) in his notes complémentaires to the text notes that Apollonios inter- 
preted Gatog (II,232) as BAaBepdcg which would be an additional reason to create 
adatoc by means of intensifying G-. 

Similarly Chadwick (1996, 31); Liddell et al. (1992-1996), 1. 
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is required. Basically I am retaining the reconstruction suggested by Beekes 
(1984), although I think that some details of the derivational processes in- 
volved require clarification. 

Crucial evidence in favor of a proterokinetically inflected heteroklitic pa- 
radigm is supplied by Gath. gen. sg. x"dng (Y. 44,3. 50,10);°' this form sug- 
gests a reconstruction *séh,ul, gen. sg. *sh,uéns, the -/ in the strong case- 
forms being vouchsafed by derivatives attested in other Indo-European lan- 
guages (Lith. sdulé < *séh,uliieh,-,” Goth. sauil n. < *séh,uelo-, Olcel. sél f. 
< *séh,u(e)leh,-© and Gr. }é0-). Generally, the paradigm may be compared 
to *péh,ur, *ph,uéns ‘fire’ (as reconstructed by Schindler 1975, 1). It seems 
preferable, however, to derive Latin sd/, which has been an object of ubi- 
quitous studies,” from an allomorph of a different paradigm,” namely 
*s(é)h,uol-, an internally derived holokinetically inflected type of “personifi- 
zierte bzw. sexualisierte Neutra’ — this kind of internal derivation is famili- 


ot (Y)Av. ha (more than 20x) has the same preform *huudnh < *suH-dns, as Hoffmann 


(1967, 33 f.) has shown. 

Pace Smoczynski (2005, 640), it is not necessary to reconstruct *séuh,liieh,- with a 
secondary full grade in the root (*séuh,/- based on *suh,/- with a laryngeal meta- 
thesis); as Jay Jasanoff (pers. comm.) reminds me, acute diphthong is a regular out- 
come of a sequence EHU in Baltic. 


62 


oe Lacking umlaut in the Old Norse word is problematic; so *sOwuld < *seh,ul-eh, is a 


possible preform, too. Germanic also preserves the weak-stem in Goth. sunnd n./f. 
and Olcel. sunna f. (‘sun’ in the language of gods, as opposed to sdé/ in the language 
of men: Alvissmdl 16). — On the semantic split in the Germanic continuants of Proto- 


Indo-European ‘sun’ see Euler 2002. 


® To name but a few assessments: (1) Beekes (1984): *seh,ul > *saul > sol; but Meiser 


(1998, 88) points out that *seh,ul would give *saul with no contraction at all. In any 
case, the outcomes of both *seh,ul > *saul and *séh,u] > *sdol would have remained 
uncontracted until the third century B.C. (2) Bammesberger (1985, 112): *sh,udl > 
*sudl > sol (similarly Rieken 1999, 423 f.; Neri 2003, 232). (3) Sihler (1995, 84): 
*suh,el > Proto-Lat. *suwal > *suwol > *suol > sol. Bammesberger’s account seems 
to be most compelling: in *sh,uvdl one expects the laryngeal to be lost (see below, fn. 


72) and the resulting *sud/ would give sol. 
65 


66 


Proterokinetic *seh,u] would yield *sauol > *saol > * sal. 


Cf. “Bildung belebter geschlechtiger Substantiva zu Neutra” (Widmer 1997, 125). Ge- 
rasimov (2005, 182) makes an interesting case for Olr. suil f. ‘eye’: according to him, 
this noun goes back to *sh,(u)udl with the generalization of a weak grade of the root 
in the holokinetic paradigm. Alternatively, sv#il may go back to a dual *suh,lih, 
through a poetic metaphor ‘two suns (of the face)’; cf. OE hedfdes segl (so Schuma- 
cher 1999, 460). On the semantics ‘eye’ < ‘sun’ see further Bammesberger 1982; 
Uhlich 1993, 356 f. 
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ar in Indo-European, e.g. *seh,mon- (Lat. Sémonés, Pael. semunu Pg 9; Rix 
2002, 73) derived from *séh,men- (Lat. sémen; Schindler 1975a, 63). 

It is important to note that if the derivational and declensional morpho- 
logy of this word as sketched above is correct, it renders a formation like 
*suh,el (reconstructed as a source of Olnd. svar in the authoritative reference 
work EWAia II, 793 f.) not very probable — the best way to get a form like 
this would be to assume that in the course of analogical levelling laryngeal 
metathesis took place before vowel (*sh,uel > *suh,el)’. While this develop- 
ment seems unlikely, I fail to see any other possibility for a form like *suh,el 
to appear; this reconstruction has therefore little to recommend it. As far as 
OlInd. svar and Av. huuara are concerned, I rather join Rieken (1999, 427 fn. 
2113): 


Doch kann diese ihren Ursprung auch in den durch das Sieverssche Gesetz entstandenen 
Varianten haben. 


In my opinion the most attractive solution for the Indo-Iranian forms as well 
as for Alb. déell”” would be to derive these forms from a Lindeman variant 
*svjuel- with retention of the original place of accent’! after a lautgesetzlich 


67 
68 
69 


For further analysis of the stem *séh,uJ, gen. sg. *sh,uéns see Nikolaev 2009. 
Thus explicitly Bammesberger 1985, 112 f. 


I find Rieken’s (loc. cit.) and Bammesberger’s (1985, 112) critical appraisal of Bee- 
kes’ derivation of the Indo-Iranian forms from *sh,uj very convincing. We do not have 
any examples which could support a development of *-CHuJ# > *-Cuuar; a develop- 
ment *sh,u] > *sh,ul > *suh,l > *siir with Stang’s Law is equally possible. Thus at 
this point the solution proposed by Beekes in his otherwise very instructive work 
(1984) had best be rejected. Pinault (1989, 45) takes much the same line as Beekes 
and suggests Vedic svar < *suiar < *siHar < *siHy, while *sur- would be the out- 
come of *suHr-. 

Unless with Orel (2000, 81) from *%"el-wo- ‘tawny, yellow’ (Lith. Zelvas, OHG ge- 
lo); approved by Matzinger 2001, 114. 

The presence of -u- in Gath. YAv. huuard shows that the accent was on the first syl- 
lable, while x’ang reflects suffixal accent (an unaccented *-2- was lost before /u/; see 
Hoffmann 1967, 33; Hoffmann / Forssman 1996, 108 § 76; Lubotsky 1997, 149).—A 
reconstruction *suh,el is not necessary to explain the oblique inflection in Old Indic 
either. The forms sirah, siire are best explained with Gerasimov (2005, 177 f.) in 
morphological terms: the creation of the nominative sg. *stiuar should have yielded 
an Indo-Aryan oblique *siiras which is remade to siirah in order to preserve the pho- 
nemic inventory of the word, /a/ (_C) and /uu/ (_V) being contextual variants of the 
same phoneme (cf. bhiivana- vs. bhitd-); this explains both the length and the elimi- 
nation of the heteroclitic inflection. YAv. hiro (Y. 1,16; Yt. 13,57) is probably an old 
genetive sg. of a holokinetic stem. 
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loss of laryngeal in a proto-form *sh,uel- (depending on one’s views, a Lin- 
deman variant *sh,uuel- might work, too).” 

Thus we arrive at the following reconstruction: proterokinetic *séh,u/, 
gen. sg. *sh,uéns n. ‘sun’ — holokinetic animate derivative *séh,uol (and 
possibly also *séh,uon)”* with a personifying meaning ‘the sun, sun god’.” 


- Generally on the problem of laryngeal after word-internal or word-initial s(-mobile) 


see Hoenigswald 1952; Nikitina 1962; Peters 1980, 71 fn. 34. 172 fn. 124; Mayrhofer 
1986, 150; Hoenigswald 1993; Garcia-Ramon 1992, 190 f.; Southern 1999; Neri 2003, 
284 f. fn. 349. For this sound law in this particular context see Nikolaev 2009, 475 ff. 
The situation with word-initial *sh,u- sequences may be illustrated with two exam- 
ples: (1) *A,ver- vs. *suer- (from an earlier *sh,uer-): Greek dipa ‘lift’ (*apsipa, cf. 
aounpopévot Alcm. 1,63 [DAVIES; Mariette Papyrus aveipopévat]) vs. NHG schwer, 
Lith. svaris ‘heavy’, Pal. Suuaru (KUB 32, 18 I 5'), Hitt. 4Suuaru (Palaicism?; see 
Puhvel 1981, 214). (2) *A,uel- vs. *suel- (from an earlier *sh,uel-): Hsch. déAror- ot 
GdEAOUG yovaikac éoyNnKOTEG < PGk. *aueliio- vs. sidiovec ‘id.’; Pollux 3,32 (the 
word is labelled as poetic [mapa toic nommtaic], therefore initial gi- is likely to be a re- 
sult of a metrical lengthening) < PGk. *hueliion-, Olcel. svilar pl. ‘brothers in law 
whose wives are sisters’. — Based on the data (some of which were collected by 
Southern 1999, 107 ff.) it is not unreasonable to speculate that a syllable onset *sh,u- 
or even *sh,R- (of whatever origin) was generally disallowed in Proto-Indo-Euro- 
pean. In Greek, Gpaptévm remains problematic if derived from *sh,myt-, but vnpep- 
Tig suggests that the aspiration is secondary. O\o8eiv remains ambiguous: a connec- 
tion with Ved. srédhati and a reconstruction of the root *sh,leid'- seem very plau- 
sible, but there is no evidence to confirm or refute that an initial h- from *s- was lost 
in this verb via Grassmann’s Law, and if it was not, dA100¢iv : srédhati would present 
evidence for an alternation *A,leid" - ~ *sleid’-, similar to the examples with *A,u- ~ 
*su- cited above. A further possible example is Gr. Gpdc ‘foam’ (for which the pre- 
sence of an s-mobile is vindicated by the Old Attic happodite SEG 34, 50; see Threatte 
1980, 460), if its protoform is reconstructed as *s(h,)nb'-rdé-, which would make 
&@pdc directly comparable with duBpog ‘rain’ < *h,omb"-ro- with ablaut *(H)ReC : 
*(H)oRC as in épeBoc vs. 6pevyn (< *(h,)reg*os vs. *(h,org#-s-nah,; -pvy < *°g*-s- 
nah, as in aiyw); for B < *b* after nasal in duBpos cf. OpduBos < *d"rémb'-o-). This 
etymological interpretation of the Gppdc-group goes back to the teachings of Martin 
Peters). However, even if the word-internal laryngeal in *sh,nb'-rd- were not lost ac- 
cording to the rule in question, it would not be vocalised in Greek, following the non- 
application of Lex Rix before nasals (Nikolaev 2005a, pass.). 

On Luvian “RY si(h)ual- see the discussion in Rieken 1999, 449 ff. and Nikolaev 
2009, 471 f. The reconstruction of a second internal derivative *s(é)h,uon may be nec- 
essary in order to explain Welsh huan ‘sun’: this word likely goes back to *suuono- 
which may be interpreted as a thematized version of *suuon, a Lindeman variant of 
animate holokinetic *s(h,)uon. 


73 


™ ‘The majority of other reflexes in Indo-European are -iio-derivatives of these athemat- 


ic stems: Lith. sdulé < *séh,uliieh,-, which is based on an -ijo-derivative of a protero- 
kinetic strong stem (hardly old); Olnd. siin;ya- ‘sun; sun god’ can be derived from 
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7. Now that all of the stem variants of the Proto-Indo-European word for 
‘sun’ have been discussed, we can return to the etymology of Gk. adatoc. 
Phonologically there seems to be little difficulty with the derivation daato- < 
*nseh,unto-. In the East Ionic dialect the reflex of Proto-Greek *ahduatos- 
should have developed from *aaato- to *aedto- with a metathesis of quan- 
tity. However, there is no problem with an assumption that the form ddato- is 
an Aeolic element in the Homeric diction: when the metrical structure of the 
original Ionic epithet was made opaque by the sound changes and the word 
could no longer be used in the old formulae, the bards borrowed the Aeolic 
version of the epithet from the neighbouring tradition. Such a scenario would 
be essentially equivalent to the standard explanation for the seemingly Aeol- 
ic epic thematic infinitives in -g1ev that were used as substitutes for the old 
*-ehen, contracted to /-én/ in Ionic.” The absence of spiritus asper (which 
should have resulted from anticipation of medial intervocalic *-h- < *-s-) 
over alpha privativum will be understandable as well.”° Lastly, lacking vow- 


*suh,I-iio- with regular metathesis from **sh,wl-ih,o- as its prerequisite, while OE 
sygel ‘the sun; the name of the rune s’ is from *sygil < *sugyl < *suwulja < *suulio- 
< *suh,-io- (Seebold 1983, 184 ff.; Goth.(?) sugil from the Salzburg-Vienna Alcuin 
manuscript is worthless, see Wagner 1994, 271). The Old English word needs a brief 
discussion. The reconstruction *suujio- looks rather strange, since in Proto-Indo-Eu- 
ropean there was no suffix *-io-: Balles (2000, pass.) makes a good case for a number 
of archaic lexical items that show what seems to be suffixal *-jo-, which she explains 
as derivatives from the locative forms, abiding by archaic rules of Indo-European syl- 
labification; however, *suul- does not look like a locatival allomorph. Moreover, 
*suulio- can be traced back to a protoform *suh,J-io- only under assumption that 
Stang’s Law did not apply in the Inlaut (thus explicitly Hilmarsson 1987, 65 fn. 15). 
Therefore, *suh,J-io- is likely to be a remodelling of properly formed *suh,I-iio-, viz. 
*suh,él-iio- (with an accented *-é/- from the locative allomorph) > *suwilja- > OE 
sygel (Sergio Neri, per litteras). Finally, there are the Greek forms Hsch. &PéAtov 
(-fAtov Kpfitec), Arcad. Aeol. aéAtoc, Ion. néAtoc, Att. fAtoc: all from *haFédosg < 
*seh,uel-iio-. The reconstruction *séh,uvel, that these forms point to, can be explained 
via analogical spread of the full grade of the suffix in oblique stem to the nominative 
sg.; it is also possible, however, that we are dealing with an archaic morphological 
process, whereby a vowel is inserted in the suffix (Nussbaum 1986, 258; pointed out 
to me by Jeremy Rau), or alternatively *seh,wel-ijo- is delocatival and the full grade 
in the root is analogical, cf. Gk. Bopéac¢ ‘northern wind’ < *g¥orh,-éi-o- ‘in the moun- 
tain’ (from *g¥o/erh,i- ‘mountain’, although the failure of contraction in Attic is 
troubling) or dotéov < */,(e)st(h,)éi-o- (from *h,d/ésth,i- ‘bone’ ). 

2 Alternatively one could assume that a vowel assimilation blocked the development 

*agato- > *aéato- > *aeato-, thus *ag&ato- > *adato- > aMato-. 

7° The absence of rough breathing is unproblematic under the assumption of vowel as- 

similation (see the previous footnote) either, compare dimvoc ‘sleepless’. 
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el contraction over /h/ (from *-s-) is not unparalleled in the Homeric lan- 
77 
guage. 


8. The derivational morphology of the proposed reconstruction is quite inter- 
esting. Assuming semantics of the kind ‘not having sun’, we need to look 
closer into derivational processes resulting in possessive formations. 

The suffix *-fo- in the reconstructed protoform *nseh,unto- reminds of 
the suffix found in the so-called barbdatus-type (Lat. barbatus, OChS Opaya- 
tb, Lith. barzdoétas, all ‘bearded’).”* The proposed *( n-)seh,un-to- may there- 
fore be parallel to the formation found in OInd. pdrvata- ‘rock/rocky’, Y Av. 
pauruuata/a- ‘mountain range’” < *perun-to- based on heteroclitic *pérur, 


™ Lack of vowel contraction over /h/ from /s/ is paralleled by Gwpog (u 89, of Scylla’s 


legs, compared to Lat. siira by Bechtel 1914, 80), and the contraction in tog ‘insati- 
ate’ is resolvable (Bechtel 1908, 141). 

In the succinct formulation of Hilmarsson (1987, 57): “One function of the I.-E. suf- 
fix *-to- was to form denominal adjectives with the sense ‘being furnished with’ or 
‘having the properties of’”. Formations of this kind may be further exemplified by 
Lat. togdtus, dnsdatus, honestus, scelestus, polenta, Umbr. hostatu a(n)hostatu (Tab. 
Ig. VIb,59; Rix 2002, 59. 61), Lith. ragviotas ‘horned’, Gr. 8ovpatdc ‘wonderful’ or 
aKootH ‘barley’. 


78 


7 4 ‘ ne “ ’ . i 
a Note, however, that pdrvata- can mean ‘mountain’ or ‘rock’ both used with and with- 


out giri- or ddri- (substantival use e.g. RV 1,32,2 dhann dhim pdrvate sisriyandm); 
four presumed instances of adjectival usage of pdrvata- in the Rgveda can all be in- 
terpreted as an asyndeton with a karmadharaya-like meaning or else as a hendiad- 
yoin, since repetition and doubling are a widespread poetic device in Vedic; for in- 
stance, this strategy is taken both by Geldner (195 1—1957/TI, 296) and Renou (1967, 
151) in their translations of RV X,94,1c adrayah parvatah). Elizarenkova (1999, 174 
ff.) makes the same point, discussing RV I,37,7 (pdrvato girth), VIU,64,5 and V,56,4 
(pdrvatam girim) and concludes that pdrvata- has no adjectival meaning in the Rg- 
veda. Adjectival use could perhaps be gleaned from AV VI,12,3b pdrvata girdyo md- 
dhu, but here again a repetition of two substantives cannot be excluded; Bloomfield 
(1897, 29) translates ‘the mountains and peaks are honey’). YAv. pauruuata- (-d-?) 
(Yt. 19,3; Y. 10,12) is only substantival: Yt. 19,3 duua hamankuna pauruuatala 
(Geldner 1884, after J 18) is best translated with Humbach / Ichaporia (1998) and 
Hintze (1994, 74) as ‘two mountain ranges hooked together’. Summing up, the best 
way to interpret the Indo-Iranian evidence seems to be in terms of a unitary sub- 
stantival *pérunto- m. ‘mountain’, which in turn represents a substantivization of ad- 
jectival *perun-to- ‘rocky’; this is essentially the conclusion of Hilmarsson (1987, 
59), who, however, still operates with “pdrvata- (adj.)”. Ved. bhamitd- ‘enraged’ (TS 
1,6,12,5) from bhama- confirmes the hypothesis that the barbdtus-type was originally 
end-accented. 
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*pérun- ‘rock’.*° While the barbatus-type is not productive in Greek, it is at- 
tested by a number of good and archaic looking examples;*' it seems to be 
the most promising strategy in the case of Gdatos < *n-seh,unto-, though ot- 
her analyses are possible, too.*” 

But is *(-)seh,unto- a well-formed possessive derivative of *séh,u/, gen. 
sg. *sh,uéns? Since it is the oblique stem (or an oblique caseform, namely, 
an instrumental in *-h,, as per Nussbaum 1996 [unpubl.]; 1998b [unpubl.])*’, 


% See Hoffmann 1974, 336. The word is cognate with Hittite NAM éru ‘rock’, dat.-loc. 


sg. NMperuni, Gr. nétpa < *pertreh,- (Meier-Briigger 1979); the question whether 
there is an etymological relationship with OInd. pdrvan-, pdrus- “joint, knot’ and Gr. 
Teipap, metpac ‘end, limit, rope’ is best left open. 
ae 2 Tichy (1982, 301) on KoAAntoc ‘furnished with a peg, closely joined’: “[e]s han- 
delt sich dabei um eine vorhomerische Bildung nach einem im Griechischen sonst 
nicht mehr sicher nachweisbaren doch ererbten Typus” (1982, 301); however, her 


scepticism is slightly exaggerated. 


? Itis possible to make a case for a back-formation *hafato- ‘sun’ based on the -nt-in- 


flexion in singular oblique and in the plural caseforms: *séh,u], *sh,uéns >> *seh,ul, 
*s(e)h,unos >> *seh,ul, *seh,untos, as in all nouns in *-(F)ap; on the basis of the plu- 
ral (collective) *séh,unth, > *hdfata, misunderstood for a plural form of a thematic 
neuter noun, a *séh,untom > *Gatov ‘sun’ would have been created (the case would 
be like &Antov from &nta, contracted form of dAgata Del’ 725, a plural of *&Aeap = 
Arm. aliwr ‘flour’). The problem with this analysis is that on the one hand the old 
athematic word for ‘sun’ has left no traces in Greek, and on the other hand Hom. 
adatoc looks too old for such a backformation (GAntov first shows up in Hp., 7p6Ba- 
tov in Xen., omAdyyov in Eur., téAavtov in lyric poetry, etc.; on these and similar 
cases see Egli 1954, 25 ff. Lastly, a collective plural for a word meaning ‘sun’ is diffi- 
cult to imagine (‘rays of sun’, whence the need to create a singular ‘sunlight’?). — It 
might also seem promising to begin with a segmentation *séh,un-t-o-, assuming a 
vrddhi of a *sh,uén-t, being an ‘individualized’ locative, thus *séh,un-t-o- ‘in the sun, 
exposed to sun’, viz. ‘sunny’ (consider the classic couple OInd. hemantd- vs. Hitt. 
gimmant- ‘winter’: *8eimen ‘in winter’ — *§"imen-t- ‘what is in winter’ (the gemi- 
nate -mm- in Hitt. gimmant- remains somewhat troubling) ~ *8"eimen-t-o- ‘wintry’; 
one may also want to think about Greek dduap(t)-, which according to Nussbaum 
(1998c [unpubl.]) goes back to *dimh,er-t ‘the one in the house’ from a locative 
*dmh,er ‘in the house’, although this extremely attractive analysis is slightly pro- 
blematic for those who believe, as I do, that the Proto-Indo-European verbal root ‘to 
build’ was anit (see some arguments in favor of *dem- in Nikolaev 2005a and 2011); 
still, it is exceedingly hard to explain why the full grade in the suffix of the locative 
was zeroed out in the case of *seh,un-t-o- (which does not happen in e.g. Olnd. sas- 


varta, based on loc. sasvdr ‘in secret’; Nussbaum 2004). 


83 Nussbaum’s precursor at least partly was already Brugmann 1911, 405) has inter- 


preted barbatus (*-eh,-to-) and related formations like yoAwtdc ‘angry’ (*-oh,-to-), 
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which is usually employed in this kind of external derivation, and the deriva- 
tional base in this case is a proterokinetically inflected noun, one would ra- 
ther expect a zero grade to appear in the root and a full grade in the suffix, 
with a resulting *(n-)sh,uen-to- (to give Gr. ‘édevtoc or ‘(h)@évtoc depend- 
ing on whether one still expects the laryngeal to be in place; see above, fn. 
72 on the laryngeal loss in a cluster *sh,u-).** Either way, this is obviously 
not going to take us to (d&)a@atoc; unfortunately, the example of *perunto- 
‘rocky’ discussed above is not really instructive since the ablaut properties of 
its derivational basis are disputable.* We have no evidence for vrddhi in 
barbatus-type adjectives,®° so a derivation *sh,un- > *s-e-h,un-to- does not 
seem compelling. Still, I believe there is a way around this difficulty even if 
one starts with a proterokinetic *séh,ul, *sh,uéns, which is a commendable 


OChS mactuts ‘fat’ (*-ih,-to-), Latin cornitus ‘horned’ (*-uh,-to-) as “decasuative” 
derivatives based on the instrumental caseform with the ending *-/, and the meaning 
‘with X’. Some points of Nussbaum’s unpublished work are quoted in print by Peters 
(1999, 308 fn. 28. 309 fn. 35) and Vine (1999, 78 f.; 2002, 215 ff.) who have found 
more examples of decasuative derivation in the verbal domain (viz. denominatives in 
*-oh,je/o-; Latin type festindre; Gr. p@taa). 

Cf. PGmce. *yrenpa- ~ *yrunda- ‘cow, steer’ (OHG hrind, OE hrider, etc.; see the de- 
tailed treatment in Schaffner 2001, 203 ff.), for which Nussbaum (1986, 258) sug- 
gests a derivation from *kr-én-to-/*kr-n-t6-, invoking derivational vrddhi in the suf- 
fix (type Hitt. pattar ‘wing’ vs. Av. patarata- ‘winged’). 


84 


The Hittite inflection of NM“ éru ‘rock’, dat.-loc. sg. ““peruni may suggest that we 


are dealing with an acrostatically inflected noun (compare the inflection of méhur, 
méhunas), and this is the contention of Eichner (1973, 75), who explains the lack of 
final -r in péru by dissimilatory loss in *peruy (Melchert [1988b, 224] joins him; Ser- 
gio Neri [per litteras] suggests that Hitt. péru goes back to *per-ru metathesized from 
*per-uy). Alternatively, Rieken (1999, 338) suggests an interesting scenario, whereby 
she maintains the etymological relationship with OInd. pdrvan-, pdrus- and Gtr. mei- 
pap, which can only continue a proterokinetic inflection, and starts with a proteroki- 
netic *peruy, *peruens, giving a Hitt. *perur, *peruas; this paradigm then undergoes 
a double analogical reshaping: gen. sg. *peruas yields a nom. péru like that of u- 
stems, and nom. *perur, structurally similar to méfur, gives rise to the creation of 
*pérunas. Summing up, we cannot say whether *perunté- is a barbdtus-type deriva- 


tive of a proterokinetic or acrostatic stem. 


86 This fact corresponds to what we know about the behaviour of the possessive *-o- 


suffix, which is not accompanied by insertion of an extra-vowel in the root (genitival 
-o,-suffix, on the contrary, is): witness PIE *uwétes- ‘year’ — Olnd. vatsd- ‘calf’, OInd. 
tdmas- ‘darkness’ > tamasd- ‘dark-coloured’ (AV XI,9,22), Greek pvp ‘protection’ 
— épvpivoc ‘fortified’, PIE *kéru-/*kéru- ‘horn’ > Lat. ceruus ‘deer’ (Schindler 
1984 [unpubl.]; Balles 2006, 286 fn. 473). 
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approach, since this reconstruction is best supported by our actual evid- 
ence. 


87 


I can see two possible strategies to solve the problem. One (rather straight- 


forward) way will be to assume a levelling of root ablaut in the word for 


87 


One radical solution would be to reconstruct an acrostatic *sdh,u], *séh,uns: obvious- 
ly, a barbatus-type possessive derivative from an oblique stem of this noun would 
give *séh,un-to- with no further deliberations required. Such a reconstruction would 
allow assessing Lat. s6/ as an o-grade formation under the assumption that this word 
later changed its gender in Latin, as it was used with a reference to a solar deity, 
compare the case of Venus f., from a neuter s-stem *uen(h, )e/os- or amor m., histori- 
cally a holokinetic s-stem *h,emh,-ds- (witness the derivatives éooc: KaKds [Hsch.] 
and Hom. 6poiiog ‘pernicious’ [- kaxdv Sch. min. ad A 315] — the latter with metrical 
lengthening). — However, an acrostatic *sdh,ul, *séh,uns would not fit the traditional 
typology of accent-ablaut paradigms: it would be hard to find evidence for the o/e- 
acrostatic inflection in nouns with a complex *-CR-/-n-suffix. Hitt. kammars “excre- 
ment’ hardly vouchsafes a *&"od-mr (pace Rieken 1999, 363), moreover, its pre- 
sumed Toch. B pendant kenmer ‘id.’ traced to *&"od-mor by Schmidt (1980, 409), is 
more likely to represent *kok-mor (Klingenschmitt 1994, 332); *s(h,)nouy posited 
by Oettinger (1976a, 93 ff.) for Hitt. iShunauyar is not founded either, since the form 
was most probably secondarily created to ixunau- ‘upper arm’ (see Isebaert 1982); 
lastly, the notable apophonic alternation shown by Gr. dyvpdc beside éyvpdc does not 
necessarily lead to a reconstruction *sog’-uy (e.g. Oettinger 1986, 15), as Nussbaum 
(1998b, 534 ff.) has persuasively argued. — The Proto-Indo-European word for ‘beard’ 
is an interesting case: it looks as though Hitt. zama(n)kur directly reflects *smokur- 
(for the initial z- see Oettinger 1994, 322), which is the reconstruction adopted in the 
recent works of reference (e.g. Kloekhorst 2008, 1029). OInd. smdsru-, Arm. mawru-k’, 
miru-k‘ (Weitenberg 1997) both seem to reflect a **smo/ekru- with a metathesis of the 
type seen in *ku,tuy-ped- > Lat. quadru-, Gall. Petru-, Gr. tpv- or *s,duy- > *tdpdc 
— idpb (Jochem Schindler apud Krisch 1996, 24 fn. 44; Meier-Briigger 2002, 98 f.; 
see also Lubotsky 1995, 98 ff.; Hackstein 2002, 126 ff.). As Lubotsky points out, 
Hitt. zama(n)kur is most likely an r-stem: although oblique case forms are unattested, 
the derivative Samankuryant- ‘with a beard’ suggests that there was no stem alterna- 
tion in the derivational basis, which undermines the reconstruction of a heteroclite 
*smo/ekuy-. A different derivational history may be elaborated: starting with Alb. 
myjekré, Lith. smdkras m., smakra f. ‘chin’, we could begin with an adjective 
* smekro-, substantivized as an adjective abstract *smo/ekru- with the introduction of 
a new apophonic behavior (Nussbaum 1998b, 527 f.; PIE *b"eh,no- > Olr. ban ‘white’ 
vs. *bheh,nu- > Ved. bhani- ‘lightbeam’; *plh,no- > Ved. purnd-, Olr. Idn ‘full’ vs. 
*pleh,nu- > Olt. lin ‘full complement’). The meaning of adjectival *smekro- is hard 
to reconstruct, but it looks as if all derivatives from the root “smek- are substantiviza- 
tions of some kind: the Old Irish d-stem smech f. ‘beard’ may reflect a substantiviza- 
tion of original *smeko-, too. 
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‘sun’ on its way to Greek** combined with the usual Greek treatment of hete- 
roclitics: at some point in Proto-Greek there would have existed a paradigm 
*haual, oblique stem *hdua(t)-, from which a *hdua-to- ‘having sun’ may 
have been formed. A drawback of this explanation is the fact that athematic 
*séh,ul, *sh,uéns has left no traces in Greek.” 

A second, more plausible way to motivate the stem *seh,un- is the follow- 
ing. Since there is evidence (discussed by Nussbaum; see above, fn. 83) that 
the barbatus-type originally was formed on the basis of an instrumental case- 
form, one may wonder if the morphology of the instrumental can be relevant 
in our case, too.”’ As has been observed before, in the proterokinetic para- 
digm the instrumental case form has a special ablaut status: originally the 
proterokinetic instrumental sg. form took an accented full grade desinence 
variant and a zero grade in the suffix.”” The instrumental of *séhoul, *sh,uéns 


88 Greek does not usually preserve root-ablaut in mobile paradigms very well; a notable 


exception is déAeap vs. Hsch. Arp ‘fishing hook’ (-déAgap [...] mapa AAKaia). 
Incidentally, deAjtiov ‘bait’ Sophr. 113 (KASSEL / AUSTIN; quoted in S. fr. spur. 1124 
RADT; Et. M. p. 254, 53: dedrjttov: oi 58 10 &yyoc év @ 10 SéAcap EyKerta1) may con- 
ceal a reflex of *g¥elh,unto-, which structurally is identical with *nseh,unto-, being a 
barbdatus-type derivative from a proterokinetically inflected noun; however, it is 
methodologically unfounded to claim a tremendous age for this form, for it can be a 
deminutive in -attov from a -(F)a(t)-stem, cf. dddtiov from bdap, Opsatia/pprtia 
from ppéap, yovatiov from yovu or 100+ nouns in -pLat10v. 


89 


°° “Another version of an inner-Greek explanation of the troubling full-grade in our *n- 


seh,unto- is available, too: the long vowel in *hdua-to- can be explained as an import 

from PGr. *haFéAtoc (from *seh,uel-iio-). 
°! The fact that we do not see the instrumental morpheme *-(e)h, in the derivatives from 
stems in consonant can be explained in the following way: let us suppose that bar- 
bdatus-type derivatives from *-eh,-stems originally had the structure *-eh,-h,-to-; this 
sequence will likely develop into *-eh,-to- already in the protolanguage and this “trun- 
cation rule” (instead of the old rule according to which *-to- had to be added to a 
stem + ending) was transferred to consonant stems. This would explain the use of pos- 
sessive *-to- with a bare stem in such archaic-looking cases as the root noun *kuen- 
‘holiness’ (Av. span ‘Heil, Gedeihen’; see Kellens 1974, 154 fn. 1) — *kuén-to- ‘hav- 
ing holiness’ (Lith. Svefitas ‘holy’, Av. spanta- ‘life-giving’; translation follows Skjer- 
v@ 2011, 9). Alternatively, of course, it is possible to assume that possessive *-to- de- 


rivatives could have been formed both from stems and from caseforms. 


"? As, for example, is shown by absolutive krtva < *k#rtué/oh, or by the instrumental sg. 


of proterokinetic men-stems rasma RV VI,67,1 (< *ragsmna ) from rasmdn- ‘rein’ or 
dra ghma from draghman-; see Jochem Schindler apud Hollifield 1980, 45; Rasmus- 
sen 1989, 188; Nussbaum 1998, 154 fn. 187. An attempt to find some reason for this 
deviant behaviour was made by Beekes (1985, 128), who pointed out that the reflex 
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‘sun’ therefore had the form *sh,un-eh,. If a barbatus-type adjective ‘having 
sun’ was derived from this stem *sh,un-, the expected result is *sh,un-to-: 
crucially, this is the form reflected both by Toch. B swdfico, A swdjicem 
‘(sun)beam, ray (of light)’”? and by PGmc. *sunpa- ‘south’.”* There is thus a 
derivational account available for a form *sh,un-t6- with a meaning “having 


sun 


» 95 


93 


94 


95 


of a “true” proterokinetic instrumental sg. ending *-evh, in Proto-Indo-Iranian would 
have fallen together with a dative ending -avi < *-eui, but it has yet to be proven that 
the dative ending has ever showed ablaut *-eui/*-euei (it is possible that the dative 
ending was ablaut-resistant in the same fashion as the ending of the nominative plural 
*-es was). Alleged instrumental sg. forms from -men- stems in *-men-h, are question- 
able and difficult: thus Beekes (1995, 187) lists Gath. cas‘maini Y 31,8; Y 45,8 as in- 
strumental, but this form is interpreted as a locative by Hoffmann / Forssman (1996, 
143). Pirart (1990, 145) claimes that Gath. (Yasna Haptanhda'ti) namdni Y. 37,3 is an- 
other instrumental with preserved full grade of the suffix and zero grade of the end- 
ing: Narten (1986, 177), however, is inclined to see here an accusative plural in pred- 
icative function, and Bartholomae (1904, s.v.) makes both forms locatives in instru- 
mental function. 

The Tocharian words are certainly based on an *-nt-stem (with a palatalization of the 
dental caused by further material added to this stem, possibly by a reflex of an *-e- 
present in the paradigm in individualizing *-e/on-suffix with which all inherited *-to- 
stems were enlarged in Tocharian). — I am following Hilmarsson (1987, 64 f.) in as- 
suming that the derivational basis *sh,un-td- (> *suh,nto-) gives *swant©a- directly 
(with *-uh,- > -wa-; see the following footnote). Alternatively one could start with a 
proto-form *suh,ento- > *sdiudiic-, where the allomorph *suh,en- will represent a lo- 
cative form with an analogical root form *suh,- transferred from the athematic para- 
digm (see above on Olnd. svar). Either way we are dealing with a possessive *-to- 
derivative of the word for ‘sun’. 

PGme. *sunpa- < *svih,nto-, with a secondary substantivizing accent shift. Laryngeal 
metathesis that would take *sh,un-to- to *suh,n-to- would presumably be a common 
Indo-European development. However, it is not assured that *suh,n-to- would be re- 
alized as trisyllabic *suh,nto- as the fate of the sequence *-VHN- is generally contro- 
versial: Hilmarsson (1987, 62. 65) has argued for an unconditional resyllabification 
of this sequence in individual Indo-European languages; under this theory both Com- 
mon Tocharian *sudnte- and PGmc. *siinpa- can go back to a sequence *suHnto-; 
compare *h,ueh,nto- > *h,ueh,nto- > Toch. A want, B yenta, Goth. winds ‘wind’. As 
far as Germanic is concerned, see Neri (2003, 265 fn. 870), who, following Hardar- 
son (1993, 81 fn. 95) and Schaffner (2001, 193 f.), plausibly makes the accent respon- 
sible for the different treatments: *h,iuh,nk6- with unaccented *p > PGmc. *junga- > 
Goth. juggs, *h,iuh,nti- with suffixal accent transferred from the strong stem > *ju- 
yunpi- > *juyit" bi- > OE geogood. 

Incidentally, there is one more way to get the form *sh,un-t6-: *sh,un- is the expected 
oblique stem of the holokinetic stem *s(é)h,u6n (see above, p. 211). 
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Now, in Proto-Indo-European there were two mechanisms available for 
producing from such an adjectival form a substantivization with the resulting 
meaning ‘the one having sun(light), the sunny one, the sun’: both mechanisms 
involved accent-shift,”° but one of them involved in addition an insertion of a 
new full-grade in the root (vrddhi), for instance, */,t6- ‘ordered, established’ 
(hence Vedic ytd- n.) > *h,érto-" ‘cosmic order’”’ (Gath. aga).”* It is the sec- 
ond substantivization model which predicts *séh,unto- ‘the sunny one, the 
sun’, from *sh,un-té- ‘having sun(light)’.” If this strategy is endorsed, &é0- 
to- goes back to a possessive compound ‘without the sun’, and not to a de- 
terminative compound based on such an adjective. A cogent morphological 
motivation can thus be provided for *nseh,unto- ‘not having sunlight’. 


9. It is time for us to consider the meaning of &datoc, in relation to the deri- 
vation from *n-séh,uyto- ‘not having the sun’, and the first attestation to be 
examined is Iliadic ddatov Xtvydc Bowp. The reasons to begin with this line, 
preferring it to the other two passages from the Odyssey, should be clear 
from the preceding discussion: the solemn oath formula has a better chance 
of having preserved a particularly archaic usage. 

Unfortunately, the waters of the Styx acquire various epithets (being 
ToAvdvopoVv b5op, Hes. Th. 785)'’, so no typology can be envisaged which 
might help in interpreting the original meaning. So it is only the historical- 
comparative method and a bit of common sense that one has to go by, but in 
this particular case the reasoning can be quite straightforward: for the Greeks 


7 Compare for the first mechanism in question OInd. krsnd- ‘black’ — kfsna- ‘black 
antelope’, Gr. AevKdc ‘white’ — AEdkoc ‘species of fish’, AgdKog ‘a local god in Mi- 
letus’. 
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The translation ‘cosmic order’ is due to Skjervg@ (2011, 10). 


Klingenschmitt 1980, 144 (reflexes of both *h,rté and *h,érto-" are attested in Uralic 
loanwords from Indo-Iranian; see Katz 2003, 163 f.). Other examples include *$ph,t6 
‘born’ (Ved. jatd-) > *&énh,to-" ‘the born one, child’ (OHG kind), *h,rnd- ‘guilty’ 
(Ved. ynd- ‘guilty; guilt’) + *h,érno-" (YAv. aranat.caé¥a- ‘punishing injustice’). 
The relationship between these two models of substantivization has not been clarified 
yet; the latest study is Rau 2007, 165 f. 

Note that PGmce. *sunba- presupposes *siih,nto- with initial stress and its meaning 
speaks in favor of a substantivization of original *sh,un-t6- ‘having sun’ by an accent 
shift (without insertion of a new full grade); this lends some support to the chain of 
events described in the main text above. 

At h. Dem. 260 Xtvydc tdap is called GpeiAuctov; O 37. € 185; h. Ap. 85 it is Katet- 
BopEvov. 
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the Underworld is a dark, gloomy place, called Co@oc nepdetc (v 241), Kedat- 
voc “Atdoc!"! ([A.] Prom. 433) and éAdumetov oddac (GVI 662, 2th c. B.C.).' 
The water of the Styx gushes through a particularly dreadful, rugged place, 
described as a painful gloom, at which even gods shudder (yaou0 péya: Hes. 
Th. 736-739), flowing through the black night (péei 61 voKta LéAatvav: 
Hes. Th. 788). Hesiod’s picture matches the splendid description of the riv- 
ers of the Netherworld found in Pindar (fr. 130; SNELL-MAEHLER): 

EvOEv Tov GmElpov Epsevyovtal OKOTOV 

BAnxpoi SvogEpGs vvKTOG TOTALOt 

‘from where sluggish rivers of black night 

belch forth their limitless gloom’. 


Note the close correspondences between Calypso in the Homeric epics and 
Styx, as decribed by Hesiod;'” these become especially important as Caly- 
pso (who is a sister of Styx according to the version transmitted by Hes. Th. 
359-361) is notoriously associated with darkness, sunset and death.“ 


0! The word ‘Aid-/Aidyc, Attic ‘A1dnc itself remains an etymological crux and the dis- 


cussion around this word is still ongoing: one of the possibilities is */-wid- ‘the one, 
not to be seen’, but it is rejected in the last comprehensive treatment known to me, 
viz. Janda 2000, 116 (Thess. Afidav CEG I, 121, quoted in the bibliographical sup- 
plement to DELG, is of little value, as shown by Peters 1980, 74 fn. 36). There is no 
place here for an assessment of the old and interesting but speculative idea of Cook 
(1903-1904 etc.), who identifies Hades with the sun in the underworld; this is met 


with refusal e.g. by Harrison 1908. 


ive Darkness is of course the most natural characteristic of the Underworld, and I believe 


that the motif of the dark Underworld is inherited, as the parallels from other Indo- 
European traditions (to be discussed below) strongly suggest. Without these parallels 
one may be inclined to think that the gloomy Greek Underworld may be due to the 
ancient Near Eastern tradition; compare the Babylonian epic of I8tar’s descent to the 
Underworld, which is described as “dwelling of darkness” and “the house, whose in- 
habitants are removed from light, where they see not the light but in darkness are 
dwelling” or Book of Job 10,21—22 featuring a “land of darkness and shadow of 
death” (for other parallels see West 1997, 158 ff.). 


Note the use of @ybytoc applied to Calypso’s island (Qyvyin vijooc a 85 +) and to the 
waters of the Styx (Nomp wybytov Hes. Th. 806) — on the sinister figure of Boeotian 
*‘Qyvyos, which seems to be old, see Ballabriga 1986, 94 — or the fact that both god- 
desses live apart from the other gods and their dwelling places, more precisely, caves, 
can only be reached by crossing a sea. These and other correspondences have been 
discussed by Frame 1978, 166 ff. 

The connotations are suggested by her very name; compare téA0¢ Savato1o KGAv- 
we(v) IT 502. 855, X 361 (note similar semantics of ‘concealing’ in the expression tav 
mavKev0F [...] vexp@v mAGKa said of Aids in S. OK. 1563). One of the scholarly tra- 
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Pindar’s passage quoted above is not the only evidence that the idea of 
sunless Hades lives on in fifth-century Greece. In this connection the (Dori- 
cizing) epithet d&vGAtoc, a transparent compound of &/fAtoc and a privative G, 
attested in lyric parts of tragedy (A. Ch. 51; E. Andr. 534; Ion. 500) is partic- 
ularly interesting. This word is used in the description of Hades in the ma- 
gnificent but difficult passage A. Th. 859 (WEST): 

dc aiév dU Ayépovt’ ausipetot 

{tav} &vooTtov LEAayKpOKOV 

vavotorAdv Bewpida 

tov cotiBr Tov, tev dvarAtov 

TAaVdoKOV sic APAVT TE YEPGOV 

(tav GvaALov WEST : Tt AaAi@: HUTCHINSON) 

‘which always causes the black-clothed ship of no return 

to pass over Acheron to the unseen land untrodden by Apollo, 

the sunless land that receives all men’ 
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Similar imagery is found in E. Alc. 436-7 (DIGGLE): 
yaipovod pot siv Aida dopotow 
TOV AVEALOV OiKOV OiKETEdOIC 


‘farewell, and may you have joy 
even as you dwell in the sunless house of Hades!’ 


I believe that there is a semantic continuity between ddatoc and dvdAtoc and 
we are dealing here with a renewal of a poetic epithet. 


10.0. So we arrive at an oath by the sunless water of the Styx, and it be- 
hooves us to investigate the possible Indo-European background of this 
phrase. In fact, the reconstructed *n-séh,unto- seems to have had a certain 
place in Indo-European poetics. 

It is noteworthy that barbatus-type derivatives from the Proto-Indo-Euro- 
pean word for sun have been found in several Indo-European branches other 


ditions of interpreting this goddess of controversial nature is the one most closely as- 
sociated with Giintert (1919), who argued at length that Calypso is a goddess of the 


dead; see also Anderson 1958. I believe this argument is correct. 


'°5 Tt is unclear whether the reference is made to Charon’s bark (tav avadov Oemptdsa) or 


the land (yépoov). — Despite tav dotiBr| Tlaidvi in the beginning of the same verse, it 
is unlikely that @vad1ov should mean ‘not attended by Apollo’: the earliest certain lit- 
erary identification of Helios and Apollo is E. Ph. 225 (although Eratosth. Catast. 24 
[140 Ros.] reports that in Aeschylus’ lost Bassarai Orpheus calls Helios “Apollo”: fr. 
23 RADT = West 1990, 32 ff.); on A. Suppl. 212-214 see Denys Page apud Diggle 
1970, 147. 
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than Greek. Two of these have already been mentioned: PGmce. *sunpa- (from 
*stih,nto-) and Toch. B swdfico (~ swajiciye), A swaficem ‘(sun)beam, ray (of 
light)’ which equally presuppose a derivation from *suh,ntd-. The follo wing 
pages will be devoted to the Indo-Iranian evidence: Ved. asirte siirte,\°° 
YAv. ax’arata- and YAv. x’anuuant-, Gath. x”dnuuant-. These forms are in- 
teresting not merely from the viewpoint of morphological reconstruction: 
they also shed light on the poetic status of the expression ‘not having sun’. 


10.1. Let us now briefly examine the Rgvedic stanza: RV X,82,4c asurte 
surte rdjasi nisatté'”’ is translated by Geldner (1951/III, 265) as: “nachdem 
der nichtbeschienene, der sonnenbeschienene Raum hingesetzt ward”.'** Ol- 
denberg comments on the passage: “unbesonnt passt dort vortrefflich” (1912, 
285). He was in fact inclined to interpret rdjasi as referring to night- and 
daytime or night- and dayspace. However, I see nothing outrageous about the 
assumption that this cosmogonical picture may reflect a division of the world 
into its terraneous and infernal constituents. 


Already Benfey (1860, 733 f.) compared ( a)strte to svar, but he identi- 
fied the form as a participle perfect pass. of a verbal root meaning ‘to burn, 


'°6 These Vedic forms have already been mentioned by Hilmarsson (1987, 57 ff.) in his 


elegant treatment of the Tocharian and Germanic forms; he has argued that sirte is 


best understood as a barbdatus-type derivative ‘having sun to it’. 


1 This expression is transmitted in a number of later Vedic texts; in the Black Yajur 


Veda: Maitrayani Samhita 1,10,3 asurtd siirte rdjasi nisattah (VON SCHROEDER); Ka- 
thaka Samhité XVI1,1c asiirta siirte rdjasi na sattah (VON SCHROEDER); Taittiriya 
Samhita IV ,6,2,2 asurta surta rdjaso vimane (WEBER) ‘illumined and unillumined in 
the expanse of space’ (tr. KEITH); in the White Yajur Veda: Vajasaneyi Samhita XVII, 
28 asurte siirte rdjasi nisatté (WEBER). — Oldenberg (1888, 313), who discussed the 
textual problems of the Rgvedic verse, suggested to emend the text to asiirte siirte rd- 
jasi nisattah after MS, which gives a better meaning, with ssi’s acting as the subject. 
As Oldenberg (ibid.) points out, the locative asiirte is not beyond any doubt, since 
asiirta is the predominating Yajus-reading: if the form is restored as a nominative pl. 
asirtah (hardly asiirta as an adverb in -ta or a locative pl. of an -i-stem), ‘unillu- 
mined [beings] in the illumined space’ makes as much sense; however, later in his 
translation he cautiously sticks to transmitted asurte: “in der unbesonnten (und) der 
besonnten Luft niedergelassen hatte” (Oldenberg 1912, 284 f.). Note that if a nomina- 
tive asiirtah is adopted in the text, the chances of its being an artificial Augenblicks- 
bildung to siirte decrease; however, the nominative form could be a result of attrac- 
tion to neighboring /sayah. 

108 Geldner (loc. cit.) retains the locative abs. in his translation, and so do Brown (1965, 

31) and Varenne (1982, 213); Elizarenkova (1999, 481) follows him, accepting Ol- 

denberg’s suggestion that the verse describes the creation of day and night. 
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to shine’.'” In more recent years scholars have been largely unanimous as to 
this connection, which is accepted in nearly all major works of reference.''° 
Indeed, siirta- can be transposed as *sih,Ito-'''; the morphological analysis, 
however, can be improved. 


But first we have to deal with the rather tricky question of which is pri- 
mary: surta- or astrta-? Is asirta- a poetic creation of a Ved. jsi or does it 
present an Indo-European inheritance? Two observations may seem to sug- 
gest that asurta- is not old. First, its accent is problematic: if the meaning is 
‘un-besonnt’, one is inclined to treat asiirta- as a determinative compound; 
however, Vedic determinative compounds with a verbal adjective ending in 
-ta- as a second member are usually stressed on the first member (svisruta- 
‘very famous’, ni-hita- ‘placed down’), and the same is true for compounds 
with a- (4-krta- ‘undone’).''” Thus one may assume that the accent may have 
been original in siirta- and was transferred from the simplex to the com- 
pound.''® Second, Ved. asiirta- might be classified as secondary, since ne- 
gated pendants of barbdtus-type formations are usually i-stems (barbatus — 
imberbis, parallel to the type arma — inermis).'"* For these two reasons, it 


109 bel aes sete : 
He also adds Avestan x'aranah- as a comparandum; in his Griechisches Wurzellexi- 


kon Benfey reconstructed this root (found also in OHG suélan) as *suel- (1839, 456 
ff.). 

"0 Except the St. Petersburg dictionary: ‘entlegen, fern’ (Bohtlingk / Roth 1855/T, 558). 
Bloomfield (1896, 162 with a reference to Panini VIII,2,61), too, expressed a diver- 
gent opinion, having translated asiirta- as ‘untrodden, remote’ with comparison to the 
root *sreu- ‘to flow’. This analysis has little to recommend it, as we have no evidence 
for a laryngeal in this root and an inner-Vedic analogical pattern does not suggest it- 
self immediately; the only possible parallel I was able to find is aturte X,149,1 (of 
space) from *ferh,-, and I wonder if this juncture could have triggered a reshaping of 


a putative *astirta- to asirta. 


"" The appearance of the stem allomorph *sizh,J-/-n- is due to laryngeal metathesis in 


*sh,ul-/-n-. As Hilmarsson points out (1987, 59), the zero grade in the root need not 
be old, since the stem sir- has been partly generalized in Indo-Iranian. A different 
scenario without laryngeal metathesis is suggested by Gerasimov 2005, 180 ff. 

If one assumes that asirta- is a bahuvrthi, the accent is still somewhat unexpected, 
since bahuvrthis with a(n)- as the first member regularly stress the last syllable of the 
second member (see Panini VI,1,206—210). 

Such an assumption would require approximately the following kind of reasoning: ad- 
jectival siirta- < *svih,lto- is the result of the contamination of virtual *suh,Ité- ‘hav- 
ing sun’ and *séh,uJto- ‘the one having sun’, similarly to PGmc. *sunpa- < *stih,nto-. 


13 


4 Note that although the standard privative compound of méipap in Greek is dneipav 
(Gaeipoc) or daeipitos ‘boundless’, deip&toc (barbatus-type derivative, viz. a negat- 
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may appear desirable to take asurta- for a secondary formation, built to 
match siirta-.''° 

Nevertheless, I am inclined to think that asirta- is actually old.'"° First, 
the simplex sirta- ‘sunny’ does not make an impression of a primary stem 
with an adjectival meaning. Its accent can hardly be original: the assumption 
that barbdtus-type derivatives had an unaccented *-to- does not bear scrutiny 
(on pdrvata- see above, p. 203). The assumption that sirta- is secondary to 
asurta- (much as Diti- was extracted from the name of the mother of all 
gods, Aditi- ‘the unbound’) is confirmed by the fact that in our verse asiirta- 
precedes siirta-, which probably testifies to the chronological primacy of 
asiirta-: usually in such juxtapositions, the negated adjective follows the pos- 
itive one, e.g. ksiydntam ... dksiyantam RV IV,17,13, bhaktam abhaktam RV 
L,127,5, yamann dyaman RV 1,181,7, etc.''’ The antiquity of the order “pos- 
itive-negative” is confirmed by the formulaic epithet “seen and unseen 
(worms)’, which is likely to be a part of Indo-European ritual language: AV 
11,31,2 drstém adrstam atrham ‘1 have bruised the seen (and) unseen 
(worm)’, Cat. Agr. 141 morbos uisos inuisosque ‘diseases seen and unseen’ 
and Umbr. uirseto auirseto uas “seen (or) unseen ritual flaw’ Tab. Ig. VIa,28 
(Rix 2002, 55). If asiirte siirte were built on this model, one could expect that 
the negated counterpart of the formula would be morphologically aligned to 
the form of the simplex; but the fact that in our verse the negated form pre- 
cedes the positive simplex makes it unlikely that asurta- is an Augenblicksbil- 
dung to siirta-, while the reverse gains in plausibility.''* 


ed structural — or even etymological — counterpart of Indo-Iran. *peruntd-) is attested 
as a varia lectio at Pi. Ol. 6,54 (Laur. 32,37,32. 33 and in the scholia in Ambr. C222 
inf.; BERGK, SCHROEDER and SNELL / MAEHLER print Heyne’s conjecture dmetpita). 


This problem was kindly pointed out to me by Heiner Eichner. — The type imberbis 
should be old, as it implies the usage of the nominal abstract as the second member 
(as Schulze 1921, 294 fn. 3 points out). 

Martin Peters (apud Hilmarsson 1987, 59) has already suggested that sdrta- is an Au- 
genblicksbildung to asurte in the same verse. 

The word order is reversed only if a conjunction is used, as Renou (1939, 2) points 
out. In later Vedic juxtapositions of this type were often replaced by singular or dual 
dvandvas, cf. AV krtakrtdm (vs. RV krtad dkytat). 

Another piece of Vedic evidence which probably speaks for the antiquity of asiirta- is 
the usage in AV X,3,9c—d astirtam rdjo dpy agus té yantv adhamdém tdmah, which can 
hardly be extracted from RV X,82,4c. Bloomfield’s translation ‘to untraversed gloom 
they have gone, they shall go to the nethermost darkness’ (1897, 82) is due to his (mis- 
taken) understanding of asirta, based on Panini and Kasika-commentary on Panini. 
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As far as the morphological difficulty indicated above is concerned (bar- 
bdtus — imberbis), both Greek and Old Indic have cases where a negated bar- 
batus-type adjective is formed with *-to-, witness Hom. ayépaotos ‘not hav- 
ing a gift of honor’ A 119, &vaAtoc ‘not salted’ p 228, o 115. 365, antbpya- 
Toc ‘not girt with towers’ 4 264, dmbpwtoc ‘not exposed to fire’ Y 270,'” 
Ved. dmanyuta- ‘not having resentment’ AV XII,3,31d, dnapta- ‘not pro- 
vided with water’ RV IX,16,3a (Wackernagel / Debrunner 1954, 588), 

Now we can turn to the problem of the accent. Ved. asiirta- with a bary- 
tone -(t)a-stem as its second member follows a pattern that is not unheard of; 
note the following paroxytone compounds usually classified as determina- 
tive: aksdra- ‘imperishable’, ajdra- ‘ever young’, addbha- ‘not injuring’, and 
with suffix -ta- amrta- ‘immortal’, aturta- ‘not outrun’, ayuta- ‘unbounded’, 
adfsta- ‘unseen’, acitta- ‘unnoticed’ .'*! The compounds amrta-, atiirta-, etc. 
are likely to have originally been possessive compounds ‘not having death’ 
(*myto-”), ‘not having transgression’.'*” A similar analysis is possible for a- 
surta-. We have seen above that Greek &éato- can be plausibly analyzed as a 
bahuvrihi-compound ‘not having the sun’ with a substantive stem *séh,unto- 
as its second member; PGmc. *sunpa- goes back to a substantive stem 
* svih,nto-. In view of this situation one is tempted to analyze asiirta- as pos- 
sessive compound with *suh,ntdé-" ‘sunlight’ as its second member (*suh,n- 
t6-” would be the result of substantivization of an adjective *suh,n-to-). 
Since Indo-Aryan has lost the heteroclitic stem alternation in the word for 
‘sun’, the stem of the second member of this compound was aligned with the 
forms svar, stirah, hence the compound’s second member Ce) sairta-. 


We have thus seen that there are no reasons to consider Vedic asirta- a 
poetic Augenblicksbildung; asiirta- rdjas- ‘sunless space’ is the Vedic term 


'? For Greek note also that a0éutotos (I 63 +) and ayddaxtos (A. Ag. 718 +) theoreti- 
cally permit analyses *d-0éu1(o)t-toc and *d-ydAaKt-toc, respectively (though other 


strategies are possible; see Sommer 1948, 82 f.). 


ms Latin, which preserved both the barbatus-type and compounds of the imberbis-type 


as productive classes, attests to the occasional creation of negated barbdtus-type de- 
nominal adjectives, witness indotata virgo (Ter. Ph. 120; Pl. Aul. 480, who both also 
have dodtata [e.g. uxor]; both adjectives are denominal, since verbal ddto makes its 
first appearance later), inauritus ‘deaf’ (Gel. VI,6,1; cf. auritus) or illitterdtus (Plin. 
ep. VI,27,12; Cic. de Orat. 2,25). 

I am leaving aside contrastive accent shifts that were employed in order to differen- 
tiate between compounds of different meaning (e.g. afiirta- ‘not outrun, der undurch- 
schrittene’ RV X,149,1 vs. dturta- ‘unvanquished, der nicht tiberholte’ RV VIII,99,7). 


'22 Wackernagel 1905, 20. 215. 
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for the Underworld, exactly matching the description of the Underworld 
river Styx as déatov.'”? Ved. rajas-, of course, is the exact etymological 
counterpart of the Greek name for Underworld, "EpsBoc (A 564+). Together 
with its Iranian parallels, to be discussed below, Ved. asurta- will constitute 
the body of our evidence for an Indo-European motif ‘water, not lit by the 


> 


sun . 


10.2. The first piece of Iranian evidence that, I believe, may shed some fur- 
ther light on the Indo-European poetic figure under discussion is YAv. ax‘a- 
rata-, the standing epithet of x'aranah-. More precisely, ax’aratam x'arano is 
a particular kind of x'aranah-, being in complementary distribution with ka- 
uuaeém x"arano and only used in kardes VII-IX of Zamydd Yast, where x’a- 
ranah- becomes a matter of conflict between Sponta Mainiiu and Anra Mai- 
niiu.'** The meaning of the word remains obscure; recent editors render ax’a- 
ratam x‘arano as “unappropriated glory”, emphasizing that xarano in these 
passages cannot be seized by Anra Mainiiu, Atars, AZi Dahaka or Turanian 
Franrasian (and yet, Apam Napat, the Scion of the Waters, is able to get hold 
ori yt 19S1). > 

This word was compared with Ved. asiirta- by Geldner (1884, 3 fn. 3), 
who, however, did not recognize that asiirta- belongs with the word for ‘sun’ 
and translated ax’arata- as ‘unerreichbar’.'*° Geldner’s suggestion fell into 
oblivion and later, in his translation of the Rgveda (Geldner 1951), he aban- 
doned it; nevertheless, in my opinion, it can be revived, as has in fact been 
done before.'”’ Av. ax"arata- can be traced back to Proto-Indo-Iranian *dsuar- 


3 Even though the expression asirta- rdjas- is attested outside the Family Books (in 
Mandala X) and the theology of the hymn belongs to a later stratum of Vedic reli- 
gion, it is not improbable that the phraseology is actually old: one may even speculate 
that the epithet asurta- originally qualified the cosmic waters (in the following stanza 
of the hymn the waters set down the primeval germ) and then was remastered for the 
purposes of the ViSvakarman theology. 

Outside Yt. 19 this juncture is only attested in formulaic litanies (Y 1,14. 2,14; S. 
1,25). 

Humbach / Ichaporia 1998, 16. Etymologically they relate ax'arata- to the Iranian root 
*huar- ‘to take’, the evidence for which, however, comes exclusively from Middle 
and Modern Iranian languages: Bactr. yoap- ‘to take’, Khot. (nd)hvarr- ‘to long for, 
to grasp at’ and possibly ModPers. xurdan ‘to take’. This root is possibly identical 
with Av. x’ar- which, however, means ‘to eat, to drink’. 

- Similarly Johansson (1905, 236): ‘unfassbar’. 

"7 See Lommel 1923, 225; Gnoli 1963. 
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ta- ‘un-sunny’ (quasi PIE *7-s(h, )uel-to-).'"> Morphologically this form re- 
sembles Av. patarata- ‘winged’ from heteroclitic *potr-/n- ‘wing’ (Hitt. 
pattar). Similarly, the adjectival stem *-sywarta- in the second member of the 
determinative compound *dsuarta- is built on the strong stem of the word 
for ‘sun’. 

The meaning of YAv. ax‘arata- can be effectively reconciled with this 
etymology. This epithet is only applied to x"aranah-, concealed in the waters 
of the sea Vourukagsam (Yt. 19,51-59); the essential property of ax‘aratam 
x‘arano is thus the fact that it is under water (Yt. 19,51; GELDNER): 

aétat x"arano hangrafsane 

yat ax‘aratam 

bunam'”? zratianho gufrahe 

bune jafranqm vairiiangm 

‘T will seize this x”aronah- 

the ax‘arata- one 


at the bottom of the deep sea, 
at the bottom of the deep bays’. 


In my opinion, it is not unlikely that the poet has reused the poetic figure in- 
herited from Proto-Indo-Iranian for his new mythological narrative and YAv. 
ax’arata- thus refers to the same inherited poetic concept of “unillumined 
waters” that we have seen above in the case of sunless waters of the Styx.'*° 


°8 For the place of accent compare Vedic dn-apta- ‘not-watery, waterless’: if the accent 
were on the penultimate syllable, one would expect a form ‘ax'asa-. Because of this 


accent ax'arata- is unlikely to be an exact match to Vedic asirta-. 


ot tig possible that a loc. *bune has to be restored despite that fact that bunam is uni- 


versally transmitted. 


'8° Further interpretation on the mythological level is possible, but it must necessarily re- 


main speculative. I wish to signal two observations at this point, leaving it to others to 
evaluate them. First, on the level of Indo-Iranian poetic diction the idea of visibility is 
often conveyed by words for ‘light’ and ‘sun’ (e.g. RV V,2,9: vi jydtisa brhata bhaty 
agnir vir viSvani krnute mahitva ‘mit grossem Licht erstrahlt Agni, er macht alle(s) 
sichtbar mit Macht’; see Roesler 1997, 89 f. for a discussion of this and other exam- 
ples). Therefore the hidden ax‘aratam x’arano in Yt. 19 can be understood as ‘not lit 
by the sun’; i.e. ‘invisible’. Second, as will be discussed in the appendix, x'arand has 
clear associations with luminaries and is likely to be etymologically related with the 
PIE word for ‘sun’; therefore it is possible, in my view, that the oxymoron ax‘aratam 
x"arano ‘sunless sun’ and the story told in kardes VII-IX of Yt. 19 recasts an old In- 
do-Iranian myth about the sun hidden in water (for instance, in a cosmogonic hymn 
(RV X,72,7c—d) gods create the sun, drawing it out from the sea, where it is hidden: 
dtra samudré a gilhdm & siryam ajabhartana ‘da holtet ihr dabei die im Meere ver- 
steckte Sonne’). This interpretation follows Dumezil 1963. 
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10.3. One more parallel from Avestan which probably brings us even closer 
to &datoc can be seen in x‘anuuant-, Gath. x'dnuuant- ‘sunny’. This word, 
derived from the oblique stem of the word for ‘sun’ by means of the posses- 
sive suffix *-want- is attested as an epithet of one’s own immortal life: x"ahe 
gaiiehe x*anuuatd amasahe."*' This association with immortality immediate- 
ly reminds of the Styx.'” 

Equally interesting is another attestation in Yasna 16, where x’anuuant- is 
an attribute of varaz- (x"anuuatis aSahe varazd Y. 16,7; Vr. 19,2; Yt. 3,1). 
Av. varaz- refers to location (in fact, locative varazi is the only form attested 
in the Gathas, Y. 45,9; note also the compound varazi.haomanayham P. 34), 
and Bartholomae (1904, 1378) glosses the word as ‘abode, habitation’. How- 
ever, its Old Indic correspondence, wrj-, means ‘strength, vigor’ and “‘nourish- 
ment, refreshing drink that brings vigor’.'* Based on this, Prods Oktor Skjer- 
v@ (lectures) has suggested that the word varaz- in Y. 16,7 may refer to heav- 
enly waters, where Ahura Mazda places the Orderly ones, since the waters 
are the source of vigor. Skjezrvg draws attention to the Rgvedic hymn to wa- 
ters where all gods receive invigoration (urj-) while resting in the heavenly 
waters (RV VII49,4ab; AUFRECHT): 

yasu raja varuno yasu s6mo 

visve deva yastirjam mddanti 

‘they from whom Varuna the king, and Soma, 

and all the deities drink vigour’. 


Moreover, this hymn expressly identifies Varuna, the Vedic god of oath, as 
the sovereign of these waters: Varuna is praised in this hymn as the discrimi- 
nator of truth and falsehood. The usage of Avestan x'anuuant- thus brings 
together immortality, the waters of the Netherworld and oath. 


wet Y 9,1; Yt. 8,11. 10,55. 10,74 (said of TiStriia and Mi@ra). Interestingly, the line looks 
out of place in all its occurences: in Y. 9,1 it does not fit the context and in the Ya8ts 
it is metrically and grammatically incompatible with the surrounding lines. It is not un- 
likely that we are dealing with an import from a different (possibly Old Avestan) text 
and therefore the original referent of this line cannot be ascertained. 

'? The Styx is closely associated both with death and immortality: witness the well- 

known story of Thetis’ attempts to endow her offspring Achilles with immortality by 

immersing him into the Styx’ waters (Serv. ad Verg. Aen. VI, 57; according to an- 

other version [Sch. D ad II 36], Thetis was putting him into the hearth and anointing 

his body with ambrosia). 

On the formal and semantic details of the equation see Humbach 1957, 47 ff.; Kel- 

lens 1974, 361 ff. 
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There is a nearly identical adjective in Old Indic, namely svarvant-, mean- 
ing ‘sunny’.'** Ved. svarvant is a standing epithet of ‘waters’ (svarvatir apah 
RV 1,10,8c. V,2,11d. VIUI,40,10e. VIN,40,11e; TB I1,4,7,5d). Significant, 
too, is the fact that in RV I,119,8c svarvant- applies to utih, the help ren- 
dered by the Asvins to Bhujyu, son of Tugra, when he was drowning in the 
ocean: the story of Bhujyu (narrated in more detail in RV I,116)'*° is an alle- 
gory of sun, going into the ocean in the West.'*° 


Y Av. x*anuuant- and Ved. svarvant- allow us to tie up loose ends and re- 
turn to Greek ddatov Ltvyoc bémp where this inquiry started: Indo-Iran. *su- 
udnuant- is a derivative of the Proto-Indo-European word for ‘sun’, it is an 
epithet of water, it is related to oath and has strong associations with immor- 
tality. We have thus made full circle. 


10.4. Finally, it is worthwhile to ponder why the sun (and lack thereof) 
should be related to the waters of the Netherworld and to the themes of death 
and immortality. In order to answer this question, a general association be- 
tween sun and sunlight on the one hand and life on the other should be re- 
called. In Vedic ‘to see the sun or celestial light (svar-)’ is synonymous with 
‘to live’, and ‘to leave the light of sun’ means ‘to die’ (RV X,37,7d jyég 
jivah prdati pasyema stirya).'°" In Greek literary culture we meet the same op- 
position of light = life vs. darkness = death (best exemplified by formulaic 
(0g HeAiowo'*’). In Hittite, again, watching the sun is equated with remain- 
ing alive: KBo 4, 8 Rs. 18-19 Tl-anza kuit nu nepixa¥ PUTU-un IGLHI.A-it us- 
kizzi ‘because she is alive, she beholds the sun of heaven with her eyes’ (ed./ 
tr. Hoffner 1983, 188).'*? We are clearly dealing here with an inherited Indo- 


34 as ee ae a é 
Svarvant- is without a doubt a substitution of original *svanvant. 


a Notably, this mythological narrative finds a close parallel in Yt. 5,61-63 and thus in 
all likelihood goes back to the common Indo-Iranian era (see Oettinger 1988; Goto 
2000, 152 fn. 18). 

*° See Gotd 2006, 263 ff. 

*” See Roesler 1997, 265 fn. 553. 

sie E.g. 2 61 éqpa dé Lot Cet Kai Opa PGOc HEdiowo; same in the eschatology of the Or- 
phic Gold Leaves: GAA’ Ond6tap wort] MpoAimy Pdoc GEAtoro (fr. 487,1 BERNABE = II 
B 2 PUGLIESE CARRATELLI). 

* For these semantic fields in Vedic and Greek see the studies by Roesler 1997 and 
Bremer 1976, respectively. On svar drs- ‘die Sonne schauen’ see also Oberlies 1998, 
455 ff. On the level of Indo-European poetic diction this expression has been studied 
by Dunkel (1993, 106 ff), to whose collection one may want to add Gathic x'ang 
darasdi xSa0roi xiiat ‘[may Humility] be in sight of the sunlight’ (Y 43,16). 
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Europeam poetic figure, and it is through the lens of this figure that the po- 
etic expression reconstructed in this paper should be understood: “water that 
has no sun’ means ‘the water of the dead’. 


11. It is time to take stock. In this paper I argued that the obscure Homeric 
epithet datos is related to the Proto-Indo-European word for ‘sunlight’ 
*séhul, *s(h,)uéns and goes back to a proto-form *ahduato- < *n-seh,unto- 
‘having no sunlight’; the juncture ddatov Utvydc bdwp in the archaic oath 
formula (& 271) can now be understood as ‘the sunless water of the Styx’. 
From a morphological viewpoint the reconstruction *n-seh,unto- finds sup- 
port in PGmce. *sunpa- and Toch. A swdficem ‘ray of light’ both of whom 
continue a stem *sh,un-to- ‘having sunlight’. The second member of the ba- 
huvrthi-compound *n-seh,unto- is a substantive meaning ‘that which has 
sunlight, the sun’ that was derived from adj. *sh,un-to- by the same substan- 
tivization model that produced *h,érto-" ‘cosmic order’ (Gath. asa-) from 
*hyrto- adj. ‘ordered’. 

On the level of poetic diction &datoc finds close correspondences in the 
Vedic expression for the Netherworld asiirta- rdjas- ‘sunless space’ and in 
YAv. eS SE In the course of the mythological inquiry 
undertaken in this paper we have seen that in a number of Indo-European 
traditions there is a close association between the sun, waters, and immortal- 
ity. All of this is contained in Homeric datos. 


Appendix: The Avestan term for glory, x'aranah- 


As is well known, the x'aranah- is a luminous and radiant force, seemingly a sort of halo 
‘or nimbus, fiery and solar, often found in water (Yt. 5,96. 8,34. 13,65), but also in haoma 
(Dadistan i Dénig 1,36,86) and in semen (Dénkard 347,1—22). It is often associated with 
the aureole of royalty and of royal fortune.!“° However, the exact nature of this light 
phenomenon of heavenly origin is elusive, and so is its translation (Hintze 1994, 32: “Der 
Versuch diesen — spezifisch iranischen — Begriff angemessen zu tibersetzen, stot an die 
Grenzen des Méglichen”).!"! The word is attested throughout old, middle and modern Ira- 
nian languages: OPers. farnah, Med. farnah- in proper names, Sogd. prn, Bactr. gap(p)o, 
Khot. pharra-, Parth. frh, Osset. farnd (Digor.), farn (Iron), ModPers. xor and farr.'? 


Benfey (1860, 733 f.; cf. above, fn. 109) surmised that the Avestan term for glory, 
x"aranah-, is cognate with the word for ‘sun’. This idea has been disputed for a long time: 


4° Th the Hellenistic period it was secondarily identified with Gr. toyn and Aram. gd 
‘fortune’. 
” Arguments in favor of a translation ‘glory’ are presented by Skjerv¢ 1989, 128. 


On MPers. xwarrah ‘glory’ see Skjerv¢ 1984. 
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the ‘solar’ etymology enjoyed widespread popularity until Bailey (1943, 1 ff.) put forth 

an alternative suggestion, !* but soon with Duchesne-Guillemin’s (1963), the old idea re- 

ceived substantial new input. Nowadays, however, the connection with the Indo-Euro- 
pean word for ‘sun’ has been largely discarded in favor of a connection with the poorly 
attested Proto-Indo-European root *suel- ‘to glow’ (the most recent surveys of the pro- 

blem are offered by Hintze 1994, 28 ff. and Gnoli 1999),!4 
However, Hintze’s dictum regarding the ‘solar’ connection (“darf diese Etymologie 

aber ausgeschlossen werden”) seems to be unfounded. Formally, x‘aranah- can continue 

*suel-nes- or *suer-nes-: the former transponate, rewritten as *s(h,)uel-nes-, can be easi- 

ly derived from the Proto-Indo-European word for ‘sun’. 

There are a number of well-known arguments in favor of this connection that have 
been adduced from the Avesta itself and from later sources. Connections with (celestial) 
light and fire are fundamental to the concept of x‘aranah-: 

(1) x‘aranah- is identical with a blazing fire (Yt. 10,127 Gtars yo upa.suxto); 

(2) it is said to derive from the Endless Light (Dénkard 347,6-7 [MADAN]); 

(3) material light is said to emanate from it (Dénkard 425,11); 

(4) it is associated with stars and luminaries: in Yt. 8,1 the stars, endowed with x‘aranah-, 
distribute it among men (staré *x’aranayhunto [...] narabiid x’arand *baxsanta; Pa- 
NAINO); Greater Bundahisn (164,13) informs that the moon stores the x'aranah- up 
and distributes it to the sub-lunary world; see also Dddistan 1 Dénig 1,25,36—37; 

(5) Zara8uStra’s x”aranah- descended in the likeness of fire and was visible for three 
days and nights (Zatspram 5,1 [GIGNOUX / TAFAZZOLI]; Dénkard 434, 13-18). 

Basically, two formal difficulties have been considered insurmountable: the presence of 

the suffix *-nes-/*-nos-, traditionally labelled deverbative only, and the monosyllabic 

metrical scansion of x‘ar- (Y. 51,18).!4 Now, a tentative solution for the latter difficulty 


MO He argued for ‘fortune’, ‘prosperity’ as the original meaning and suggested a deriva- 
tion from Iran. *huar- ‘to take’ (cf. above, fn. 125). 

According to Karl Hoffmann (apud Hintze 1994, 31) x‘aranah- finds its origin in an 
Indo-Iranian verbal root *suwar- meaning ‘ohne Flamme brennen’ (Pahl. xwarg <hwlg> 
‘amber, live coal’, Pazend xurg, Judeo-Pers. xwarg, ModPers. xulg, xarg, Kurd. xdli 
‘ashes’). PIE *suel- is further continued by Gr. etAn/eiAn ‘the sun’s heat’ (Aristoph. 
fr. 627+), Hsch. BéAa- fhAtoc, kai obyn, b10 Aakovev), OE swelan ‘to burn’, Lith. 
svilti ‘to smolder’. Independently a similar line has been taken by Gnoli (1996; 1999, 
314 ff.; 2002), who has repeatedly argued for a root meaning ‘to burn’. — A complete- 
ly different analysis altogether was suggested by Lubotsky 1998: according to him, 
the word should be compared to Ved. pdrinas- ‘riches’; despite the attractive seman- 
tics and interesting phonetic solution, it is not clear why Avestan has preserved both 
x’aranah- with unetymological x- and paranayhuntam ‘copiosum’ (Yt. 5,130) with- 
out it. 


144 


= tam cistim dajamaspo huud.guud istois x’arana; importantly, the meter of this Ga6a 


is highly regular and huuod. guud counts three syllables; cf. Kellens / Pirart 1990, 236: 
,Le disyllabisme du mot interdit aussi bien un composé avec hu+ qu’un dérivé com- 
portant le nom du soleil“. 
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might be that x‘aranah- could reflect a form which had not undergone Lindeman’s Law 
(*sh,uel- > *suel- > *suuel-): being a suffixed formation of Proto-Indo-European date, 
*suel-ne/os- (with *-h,- already lost; see above, fn. 72) could never have been monosyl- 
labic, and thus would not have been liable to Lindeman’s rule, which was only operative 
in monosyllables, witness the difference between Greek d@deKkoa and db0/a.!46 


The second counterargument, namely the assumption that *-nes- is an exclusively de- 
verbative suffix, seems seriously vitiated by the fact that other originally deverbal suf- 
fixes, such as *-men-, were extended to denominative use as well.!47 Moreover, in this 
case the use of *-nes- in denominal derivation need not be secondary: it has been shown 
that the addition of a (non-)ablauting suffix *-s- to an adjectival stem in *-no- with a con- 
comitant insertion of a full grade vowel in the root was one of the substantivization mod- 
els available in Indo-Iranian (and likely already in Proto-Indo-European), e.g. *plh,no- (> 
Ved. piirnd-, Olt. ldn ‘full’) — *pelh,nes- (Ved. pdrinas-).'“® This is the model accord- 
ing to which a stem *s(h,)uel-nes- (transponate), reconstructed here as a precursor of x‘a- 
ranah-, could be derived from a stem *sh,ul-no- with a denominative suffix *no-.!9 In 
our case such a stem is continued by OInd. svarnara-'°°, denoting the celestial spring, 
chosen by Soma as his dwelling place.'*! An indirect reflex of *swh,l-no- is perhaps fur- 
ther found in Old Church Slavonic slonoce.!? 


ve Only after this manuscript was completed I was able to familiarize myself with Mi- 


chael Janda’s handout from his presentation at the XIIth Congress of the Indo-Euro- 
pean Society (Krakéw 2004; see now Janda 2005, 283 ff.); it is gratifying to acknow- 
ledge the fact that his argumentation concerning the monosyllabic metrical scansion 


of x‘ar- is essentially the same. 


'47 See Melchert 1983, 17 fn. 34. For *-men- consider especially the formation of Indo- 


Tran. *Hariaman-. 
As described by Nussbaum 1986, 143 ff.; Rieken 1999, 177 f.; Klingenschmitt 2000, 
193 fn. 7. 


As a parallel to a *-no-derivative from the strong stem of a heteroclitic noun one may 
compare Gr. oxénapvoc/v ‘adze’ (Solmsen 1909, 210), Hsch. kéapva- otdnpa texto- 
viké (from the root of kea¢w), Olr. farnn ‘iron’ < *tharno- < *h,ésh,y-no- (originally 
‘bloody’), or PGme. *ahurna-/*éhurna- together with Hsch. &kapva- dapvn from 
*h,(e)kr-no- (Hitt. °°pikkarza, PIE *h,ékr/-n- in the reconstruction of Oettinger 
1994). 

Svarnara- is based on *suivarna- (where initial sviv- is doubtlessly due to the influ- 
ence of s,var ‘sun’) which in turn goes back to *s(h,)uel-no-”, a substantivization of 
*sh,ul-no- (according to the model *h,rnd- > *h,érno-" discussed above). 


RV IV,21,3. VII,6,39, etc.; see Liiders 1959, 396 ff. Svarnara- is also Agni’s epithet 
in RV IL2,1. VI,15,4. VOL19,1. 

*suh,lno- > *sulna- > *siilna- (with shortening of the long diphthong) > *slind- (with 
metathesis). In OChS (as well as in other Slavic languages) the suffix -bco/-oco usu- 
ally has thematic stems as its derivational base (compare cvéfocd ‘flower’ from cvéte 
‘id.’, lutocb “severe person’ from Jute ‘severe’, svetoco ‘saint’ from svete ‘holy’); the 
suffix is both deadjectival and denominal — both options are possible in our case (i.e. 


148 


149 


150 
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Thus a combination of linguistic and semantic arguments permits retaining Av. x’aranah- 
in the family of Indo-European words for ‘sun’. 
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